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ABSTRACT
The overall objective of this study was to evaluate
the environment of a two-year technical college and to
measure the effect of that environment on student
performance
.
The study proceeded on the assumption that the
environmental forces in a technical college eminate from
the composite personalities of both the faculty and the
successful students. The rationale for relating modal
personality characteristics to an educational environment
is based on the hypothesis originally formulated for
occupational environments that each occupation attracts a
vii
unique group of people and has associated with it a unique
environment that is created by the composite personality
styles of these people. Given the technical vocational
orientation of the school Investigated in this study, it
was assumed from this hypothesis that the instructors who
I
teach the same occupational skills have common personality
characteristics which represent a major part of the
effective educational environment that 'presses’ on students.
In order to asses the impact of the faculty influence
on academic performance, the investigation relied heavily on
two test Instruments designed to evaluate environments, and,
to a lesser extent, on selected demographic and intellectual
indices. One of the test instruments, the Student Preference
Schedule (SPS), measured the academic and socio-collegiate
attitudes of the faculty and the students. The. other test
instrument, the Holland Vocational Preference Inventory
( HVPI ) , was used to relate the modal personality styles of
faculty and students to their preferences for certain
selected occupations.
Faculty scores on both test instruments were used in
constructing a composite faculty profile which was taken as
the 'reference' for comparing the similarity of responses
for behavioral preferences between the faculty and the
students in each achievement level. In addition to the
viii
profile comparisons, a multivariate analysis of variance
of SPS and HVPI scores was performed in order to ferret out
specific differences between faculty and students and across
student achievement levels.
The results of the investigation indicate that
successful students have attitudinal personality styles that
are more like those of the instructors than the unsuccessful
students. Student-faculty comparisons on the SPS scales
revealed that the Strong and Marginal Persistors have
attitudes toward the academic and vocational aspects of
college that more closely match the faculty attitudes than
do those of the Voluntary and Academic Dropouts.
Comparisons of SPS scores among students in each achieve-
ment level revealed that a preference for academic
activities is stronger among the successful students (SP
and MP) than it is among the dropouts (VDO and ADO) while
a preference for certain pleasure-seeking social activities
is stronger among the dropouts than among the persisting
students
.
Student-faculty comparisons on the HVPI scales
revealed a greater similarity between faculty and both
groups of persistors than between faculty and both groups
of dropouts. The HVPI data suggest that successful students
ix
are similar to the faculty In their attitudes toward
academic work; In their Interest In vocational training;
and In their pattern of vocational choices. The HVPI was
not able to detect differences in vocational Interest
when the students were compared to each other across
achievement levels.
An analysis of the intellectual factors compared
across achievement levels revealed that while math and
verbal abilities are strongly linked to academic achieve-
ment they do not correlate with persistence in school.
The demographic factors, on the other hand, appear to be
unrelated to either scholastic achievement or persistence.
The results of this investigation tend to support
the hypothesis that the faculty exerts a predominating
influence on the educational environment and that the
students who achieve success in that environment are the
ones whose personality related characteristics most closely
resemble those of the faculty.
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• CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The objective of this research project has been to
examine, test, and evaluate a new approach to the selection
of students for admission into the Hartford State Technical
College (H.S.T.C). The method currently being used to
select students involves an evaluation of class standings,
course content in high school programs, and grades scored on
the College Boards and/or on the Engineering and Physical
Science Aptitude Test (EPSAT). These factors, all of which
measure past exposure to the academic environment, have not
proven in themselves to be reliable predictors of scholastic
success in the technical college.
Despite the application of the current screening
devices, the combined dropout and failure rate at the
H.S.T.C has continually exceeded the 50 percent mark. An
attrition rate of this magnitude lends support to the
assumption that the requirements for admission do not in-
corporate an accurate measure of an applicants academic
ability and, even if they do, they do not account for his
interest, motivation, and other attitudinal factors that are
essential for success in a technical program. Therefore,
this research has attempted to provide a means for expand-
2inr
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the present entrance criteria so that some of the
important personality related factors which predetermine
academic success can be considered in the admitting pro-
cedures
.
Studies that attempt to measure the correlation
between behavioral traits and achievement permeate the pro-
fessional psychological and educational Journals. A select-
ive review of the articles presented in the Journals reveals
that there is a general acceptance of the premise that per-
sonality factors do have an Important influence on scholastic
and occupational performance, and further, that particular
personality types are attracted to particular vocations.
Some of the researchers who have investigated the
relationship between personalities and careers include
Roe (1951)» Holland (1966), and Super (1951). Roe suggests
that the degree of motivation toward the attainment of a
particular goal is a product of the arrangement and in-
tensity of an individual’s particular needs structure. Her
work is an effort to describe and explain the various needs
sturctures that are present in persons who have been
successful in the scientific field.
Holland has also attempted to define the factors
that determine career choice. His theory of vocational
behavior proposes that career choice represents an
extension of personality as well as an attempt to implement
3broad personal behavior styles In the context of one's life
work. He believes that people can be separated Into modal
personal styles which have theoretical Implications for
personality and vocational choice. Holland applies his
theory of personal styles not only to individuals but to
schools and other Institutions as well. He has a firmly
held conviction that a student performs best in an academic
environment that allows him to express his major personality
orientation.
Super's Developmental Self-Concept theory of voca-
tional behavior advances the premise that a person strives
to implement his self-concept by choosing to enter the
occupation he sees as most likely to permit him self express-
ion. In this respect he is in general support of the basic
tenets of Roe and Holland. All three of these researchers,
as well as others, agree that it is necessary to match per-
sonalities with vocations if an individual is to feel
confident and fulfilled in his life's work.
A fundamental premise accepted by most investigators
who have explored the area of occupational personalities is
that every employment activity has associated with it an
occupational environment and that an individual's success or
failure will depend upon how well he relates to that environ*
ment. If this premise is true, then it may follow that the
institutional environment of a school and a student's
4adjustment in that environment are forces that play a major
role in student performance.
John Holland of the National Merit Scholarship
Corporation has conducted extensive research on the assess-
ment of institutional environments and their effects on
people. Holland bases his research on three basic
assumptions
:
1. Occupational environments are created by the
reinforcement and magnification of the personality traits
that are common to those employed in a particular occupation.
Therefore, a measure of the personalities of those working
in a field will produce an environmental assessment of that
field (1961).
2. As a person matures he develops the person-
ality characteristics that determine his 'modal personal
orientation' or his patterns of relationships with the
outside world (1966).
3. Modal personal orientations and occupational
environments can be evaluated and comparisons made between
individuals and* environments. A person who finds himself in
an occupational atmosphere that complements his modal
orientation is likely to be successful and content in that
atmosphere (1961b).
This study attempts to extend the concept of work
related environments into the realm of educational
5environments and to relate academic success to student-
faculty personality and attitudinal matches. Although the
academic environment of a technical school may be different
from the actual work environment of a technical job, it is
the environment of the school to which a student must relate
if he is to successfully complete a technician training
program. Therefore, the educational environment and not the
work environment will be used when evaluating selected
aspects of the student's personality and his potential for
achievement in a vocational program.
The purpose of this investigation, then, has been to
isolate certain factors which directly Influence student
achievement. The significance of the study lies in its
unorthodox approach to reducing the attrition rate at a
technical college. Rather than raising or lowering admissions
standards, or instituting more programs to fit the needs of
a variety of students—two methods widely used for reducing
attrition—this research has attempted to set up a non-
academic supplement to the present standards by which
students are admitted into two-year technical programs.
Through this process of testing and correlating certain
student and faculty personality traits, it is expected that
an interest and attitudinal pattern that can generally be
associated with academic success in a technical college will
emerge. Once this pattern is established, it is possible
6that a test for conformance to this model would become a
regular part of the admissions procedure.
Personality and attitude testing represents an
improvement in the present screening technique because it
allows for the admission of potentially successful students
who are now being turned away for academic reasons. The
employment of personality inventories as a reliable screen
ing instrument provides a means for looking beyond past
performance and gives some quantitative measure of a
student's scholastic potential and motivation. It is
reasonable to assume that when attitude patterns and
academic measures are combined and weighted properly, the
students selected for admission will be the ones with the
\
best chance for success.
In addition to lowering the attrition rate, it is
expected that the successful implementation of personality
inventories will raise the admissions standards, not by the
usual means of Insisting upon high levels of past academic
performance, but by admitting to the school students who
possess a combination of academic and behavioral character-
istics that are usually associated with success in a tech-
nical college.
The employment of personality inventories for
admitting students into a technical college has benefits
that are ancillary to other facets of the adademic
7environment as well, Teacher evaluation, student placement,
•hiring practices, and counseling are only a few of the areas
directly affected by the undertaking of this research effort.
It is hoped that the results of this investigation have
generated sufficient new information to stimulate research
that extends the scope of this investigation to its maximum
limit and will open up other tracts of research as yet
untapped by the inquisitive and imaginative minds of other
men
8CHAPTER II
REVIEW OP THE LITERATURE
Environmental Assessment
The focus of Interest In educational measure-
ment Is beginning to shift from measures of the
individual to measures of the environment. While
individual measures have been effectively used
as predictors and criteria for selection" and
placement, environmental assessments may make it
possible a) to improve the accuracy of predict-
ing learning and b) to manipulate the environ-
ment to bring about optimal conditions of
learning (Walberg, 1972).
Perhaps the reason for this recent interest in
environmental assessments stems from the willingness of
educators to accept a share of the responsibility for the
Intellectual growth and academic success or failure of
their students. In accepting this responsibility, educators
are compelled to look, not only at the characteristics of
their students, but also at how these students interact with
the institutions that are responsible for their education
and training.
The realization that there is indeed an institution-
al personality or environment that can have a positive or
negative effect on student performance has been expressed
in its most elementary and inclusive form by Cronbach:
The organism which adapts well under one set
9o.f conditions would not survive under another.
If for each environment there is a beat organismfor every organism there is a best environment
*
(Cronbach, 1957).
The organism in this study is the student, with all
his limitations, skills, attitudes, and interests; the
environment is the educational atmosphere in which the
Btudent is expected to grow.
Student Growth
Before determining whether or not institutional
environments have a positive or negative impact on student
growth, the acceptable parameters of this growth must first
be delineated* Maslow (1973) has aggressively pursued this
problem and offers what he believes to be a fundamental aim
of educational Institutions:
One goal which schools should pursue is the
discovery of vocation, of one's fate and destiny.
Part of learning who you are, part of being able
to hear your inner voices, is discovering what it
is you want to do with your life. Finding one's
identity is almost synonymous with finding one's
career, revealing the altar on which one will
sacrifice oneself.
It is Maslow' s hypothesis that educational goals may be
defined in terms of vocational guidance or vocational
education. Since, according to Maslow, the environment
should stimulate the personality growth process, the aid
and encouragement in the proper selection of a career is a
vital element of that environment. Therefore, given the
10
proper set of Ingredients, the scholastic atmosphere should
encourage, both overtly and covertly, the continuing per-
sonality development that will eventually end in the creation
of what Maslow describes as the ’’self-actualizing" person.
Self-actualization, however, can only be achieved when the
more basic needs for safety, belongingness, love, respect,
and self-esteem are satisfied (Maslow, 1968).
Paralleling Maslow' s hypothesis. Super (1953) suggests
the basic human needs, including respect and self-esteem,
can be satisfied, at least in part, through satisfying work
experiences. When a person is employed in a Job that matches
his value structure, abilities, and interests, some of his
basic human needs may be fulfilled and his personality
development enhanced.
Work satisfaction and life satisfaction
depend upon the extent to which the
individual finds adequate outlets for his
abilities, interests, personality traits
and values; they depend upon his establish-
ment in a type of work, a role which his
growth and exploratory experiences have led
him to consider congenial and appropriate
(Super, 1953).
Both Super and Maslow agree that proper career
choice is a critical factor in personality development.
Consequently, it schools are to' concern themselves with
stimulating personality growth, one important parameter of
that growth must be occupational guidance and training.
Educational environments should, therefore, be controlled,
11
to some extent, to provide a wide exposure to the greatest
possible variety of occupational choices.
Occupational guidance and training Is, of course,
only one factor in personality development. The responsi-
bility for instilling in American youth those characteristics
that make for good character and good citizens has always
been relegated to the American educational system. Whether
they are vocationally oriented or not, schools are obliged
to aid ;he process through which self-actualizing human
beings and good citizens develop. Every educational system
must, therefore, expose students to an environment that
encourages growth along these lines. Since this kind of
growth will not be achieved solely through curricula
manipulation, it is essential that the total environment of
an institution support and encourage the evolutionary process
that leads to changes in the affective domaine.
Student Motivation
Numerous investigators have attempted to examine the
relationship between environments, growth and achievement.
Researchers such as Astin (1965), Chickering (1969),
Freedman (1967)* Sanford (1967), Stern ( 1966 ), Thlstlethwaite
( 1959 ), and Savicki et al. ( 1970 ) have made major contribu-
tions in the area of environmental impact on student behavior
while revealing the existence of a direct relationship
12
between environmental factors and intellectual growth.
However, the proof of an environmental influence on learning
may, in Itself, not be of sufficient import to warrant the
allocation of resources to environmental control. The
extent of environmental influences and their affect on
marginal students must be clearly established before
measures to change or control an environment can be justified.
Thistle thwaite (1959), in his study of the productiv-
ity of a selected group of colleges, isolated a number of
environmental factors that apparently motivated students to
pursue the doctoral degree. As a measure of institutional
productivity, Thistlethwaite used the percentage of gradu-
ates from each school in the study who earned doctorates
over a fixed period of time. He proceeded on the hypothesis
that there are institutional characteristics that stimulate
intellectual growth and that the number of students from
each school who pursue the doctoral degree is a measure of
this intellectual growth.
To Isolate the dominant characteristics in an environ-
ment, Thistlethwaite administered the College Character-
istics Index (CCI), developed by Pace and Stern (1958), to
916 students at thirty-six colleges. He anticipated that
any dominant characteristics of a school would be recog-
nized by almost any group of students, so that the data
gathered with the CCI would reveal these characteristics.
13
Prom the results of his study, it appears that
•Thistlethwaite was able to find certain aspects of the
environment that encouraged students to further their formal
education. However, the factors that Influenced students to
pursue their education in the scientific fields were differ-
ent from the factors that encouraged further study in the
Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences. According to
Thistlethwaite, schools with high scores on the CCI scales
that measure Humanism, Deference, Reflectiveness, Sentience,
Harmavoidance, and Understanding, were most likely to have
graduates that pursued the doctorate in the Humanistic and
Liberal Arts fields. On the other hand, schools with high
scores on Scientism, Aggression-Blameavoidance
,
Impulsion-
Deliberation, Pragmatism, and Understanding influenced
students to pursue their education in the scientific fields.
Based on his research results, Thistlethwaite concludes
that institutional environments do stimulate intellectual
awareness and do motivate students into pursuing additional
4
educational experiences.
An important challenge to Thistlethwaite ' s findings
centers on the view that the more productive institutions
are much more likely to enroll highly able and highly
motivated students (Holland, 1959; and Astin and Holland,
1962). Further investigations attempting to account for
differential student inputs (Astin, 1961-1962) suggest that
14
certain educational practices thought to Increase a student’s
desire to earn the Ph.D (Thistlethwalte, 1959) were artifacts
resulting from uncontrolled differences In student Input.
While It appears that there Is a difference among
researchers as to what motivates students to strive for the
Ph.D degree, perhaps there Is no real difference at all.
Thistlethwalte attributes high productivity to the environ-
ment, while Astin attributes it to differential student
inputs. But, if a school is attracting highly motivated,
interested students, are not these very students creating
an environment that leads to intellectual stimulation, not
only among the students but between the students and the
faculty? Viewed in this manner, the findings of both
researchers do not contradict but rather complement one
another.
In addition to determining that the institutional
environment can both stimulate and motivate students to
greater intellectual productivity, Thistlethwalte 1 s research
produced some secondary data which suggests that maybe even
the study habits of students are influenced by environmental
factors. To determine if and how the environment affects
study habits, Thisthethwaite sub-divided the college press
into separate influences—those created by the student
culture and those created by faculty influences. The major
components of the student culture that constitute a "press”
15
are given in Table 1 (p. X6 ) ; the components of the faculty
press are also listed in Table 1.
An analysis of Table 1 (p. 16) reveals that the
student culture has a major effect on academic achievement
because It Influences the amount of time that a student
spends on his studies. As such, It Is reasonable to suggest
that the press of the student culture can be a determining
factor In whether or not a marginal or Immature student
succeeds or fails In college. Perhaps, to speculate a
bit, the effects of student culture can be so strong that any
effort to counteract them by adjusting the curricula of a
school is doomed to failure.
Student Culture is only one segment of the total
college press that affects study habits. Thlstlethwaite
also discovered that the faculty, through its relationships
with students and its influence on the curricula, has a
major influence on study habits. Whether or not this in-
fluence is equal to or greater than the cultural influence
of the students has not been determined. By instituting
flexible curricula, stressing high academic standards, and
developing warm student-faculty relationships, the faculty
of a school can encourage the formation of the kinds of study
habits that are the necessary prerequisites for helping
students achieve academic success.
16
TABLE I
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PRESS SCALES
and hours op study
College Press Correlationswith mean hours
of study
I . STUDENT CULTURE
Reflectiveness
.54**
.4}**
-
. 4?*
. Humanism
Breadth of Interests
Participation
Aggression ?4
Scientism
.20
-.14Social Conformity
II. FACULTY PRESS
Flexibility of Curriculum
.77**
Energy and controveriality of .56**
instruction
Emphasis upon high academic standards .53**
Excellence of social sciences faculty .42*
and resources
Informality and warmth of student- .38*
faculty contacts
Closeness of supervision
-.32
Directiveness of teaching methods
.29
*p .05
**p .01
Source: Donald Thistlethwaite
,
"College Press and Student
Achievement." Journal of Educational Psychology.
50, No. 5 (October, 1959), 189.
*
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Another Important Investigation Into the extent- of the
Influence of the environment as reflected In student and
faculty cultures was conducted by Astln and Panos (1969).
The approach used by these researchers was to measure
certain behavioral characteristics of students and certain
demographic characteristics of both students and the
institutions. They hoped to relate these characteristics
to the educational status and career plans of the students.
In this case, the independent variables were not psychol-
ogical, as they were In Thistlethwaite ' s works, but were
observable data that could be gathered by recording actual
student behavior and by obtaining factual data on institu-
tional characteristics.
The input factors that were assumed to influence
educational status and career plans were: 1) the abilities
and achievements (class standing, IQ, awards, etc.) of the
entering freshmen class; 2) their family backgrounds (parents'
education, income level, etc.); and 3) their career plans
(work, further education). The institutional characteris-
tics that were measured included size of student body, type
of curricula, enrollment in each curriculum, size of campus,
types of living accomodations, and measures of the peer,
classroom, and administrative environment.
There were several inferences to be drawn from an
analysis of the input and output data relating to interactions
18
between students and the environment
. The first conclusion
reached by Astin and Panos was that the size and the type
of the institution affected student attrition rate and
career choice. Large universities have the highest drop-
out rates and tend to lower the educational aspirations of
their students. The popular theory advanced to explain this
finding is that the largeness of the university necessitates
the rather impersonal relationship between faculty and
student, and the relative lack of concern for the student
as an individual.
Liberal Arts colleges display a pattern of student
change that differs from that of the universities. First,
the dropout rate at the liberal arts colleges is sub-
stantially lower than that of the universities. Second,
these colleges raised rather than lowered the educational
aspirations of their students. With respect to a student's
final career choice, liberal arts colleges appear to reduce
interest in becoming an engineer or lawyer and Increase
interest in becoming a physician and college professor; they
were also shown to increase interest in the fields of the
physical sciences and social sciences. In contrast to the
universities, the decreased attrition rate and the changes
in student attitudes at liberal arts colleges may be due to
closer student-faculty relations and faculty concern for
individual students.
19
Technological institutions showed a decidedly positive
Influence on a student's choice of career plans. The
environmental effect was strong enough to produce the high-
est level of career choice changes, all in the direction of
the physical sciences. The institutions, however, had no
particular influence on student retention rates or on
stimulating interest in achieving high academic degrees.
Teaching colleges were similar to technical institutions in
that they increased student interest in pursuing the career
choice offered by the institution.
One possible explanation for this pattern, observed
in both the teaching colleges and the technical institutes,
is that students who are inclined to change fields have no
alternate curricula to choose from; consequently, they tend
to remain in the programs of study that are available to
them. In addition, the highly homogenous Interests of both
the students and faculty at these Institutions might tend to
keep up the interest of a marginally motivated student.
Unquestionably, the Thistlethwaite and Astin-Panos
studies demonstrate rather conclusively that institutional
environments affect student interests and performance. The
evidence of an environmental impact on student behavior is
sufficient enough to warrant further investigation to
determine the exact nature and extent of this impact.
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Student Performance
The third and most Important factor to be analyzed
la the relationship between the educational environment and
too level of student performance. Environmental studies
can only become useful tools for maximizing student per-
formance when the effects of the environment on both
successful and unsuccessful students Is clearly understood.
Directing environmental studies along these lines makes
student performance the crucial dependent variable while
the environmental characteristics are the Independent var
lables which affect this performance.
Any attempt at assessing the Impact of the educa-
tional environment on student performance must begin with a
precise definition of academic achievement. One common
method of defining academic achievement Is to separate
students into two general classes, perslstors and dropouts.
Under this definition, those students who survive In school
over some fixed period of time are described as successful
students or persistors and those students who leave school
are defined as failures or dropouts. This method of classi-
fying students provides only a rough measure of achievement
and is not precise enough to reveal the extent to which
environmental forces influence student performance. Lumping
all dropouts together under a single classification does not
take into account the possible intellectual and non-
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intellectual reasons for their leaving school.
Recognizing the ambiguities that could result from
the classification of students into only two general
headings—persistors and dropouts—Rose (1965) proposed that
students who left school before graduation could again be
separated into two distinct classifications, defaulters and
dropouts. Rose defined the defaulters as those students
who left school within one semester while the dropouts
left school voluntarily, even taough they had maintained
a grade level for two semesters that was above the minimal
requirement for continuing enrollment. Rose maintains that
the voluntary act of withdrawing within a semester represents
a different reaction to the educational experience than the
act of dropping out after two successful semesters; there-
fore, the separation of unsuccessful students into these two
divisions represents a logical subdivision for defining
two levels of academic performance that result in a student’s
withdrawal from school.
The successful students, assumed Rose, could also be
subdivided into two distinct groups that she called success-
ful persistors and probation persistors. The successful
persistors were the students who earned a cumulative GPA
of 'O' or better and were assured of being readmitted into
school after the current semester. The probation persistors,
on the other hand, earned cumulative GPA scores that fell
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below 'O' and were In danger of being eipelled from school
for academic reasons. In a follow-up work. Rose (1966) used
these more precise divisions of student achievement and was
able to distinguish enough differences In the personality
traits of each group to confirm her belief that academic
achievement Is affected by the student's personality
structure
.
In an independent study a few years later, Savicki
et al. (1970) expanded on Rose's original work and created
three categories of unsuccessful students—dropouts
,
dis-
missals, and defaulters. Under Savicki's definition,
dropouts include all students who withdraw after the end
of the first or second semester with a , c' average or better;
dismissals include all students who were asked to leave
school after one or two semesters because of academic
deficiencies; and defaulters Include all students who with-
drew during the first or second semester regardless of
actual grade point averages. Both Savicki and Rose recog-
nized that since the educational environments and student
personalities create different types of persistors and drop**
outs, any study that attempts to guage the effects of
environmental and personality variables on student perform-
ance should use the more precise classifications of student
achievement because they reveal different student reactions
to the internal and external forces that act on the student
and affect his achievement.
Approaches to Environmental Testing
One important aspect of defining the goals and
purposes of any educational institution is to determine
whether the stated goals are realistic ones that can be
achieved within the existing structure of the institution.
Usually, 'structure' is taken to imply only the physical
aspects of the school, i.e., plrnt, equipment, faculty
training, etc. A more inclusive definition of 'structure'
however, should take into account the overall personality
of the institution as well as its physical elements. Any
serious effort to determine the likelihood of achieving
stated goals must include the kind of in depth self-
analysis that reveals the educational strengths and weak-
nesses of an institution.
Educational institutions differ in their curricula,
size, degree of personal interaction, type of administration,
student selection, educational philosophies, presence or
absence of role models, operative environments, and reward
systems (Mahew, 1966) . It is the blending together of these
various factors that produces the unique environment and
personality that distinguishes one institution from the
other. Environmental analysis, then, should be a kind of
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institutional self analysis which seeks to answer such
questions as: What are we? Are we what we think we are?
How do others see us? Do we need to change? If so, how
can we change? Answers to these questions are important
because they can help an institution to rid itself of any
self delusions and either redefine its purpose in order to
compliment its personality or undertake to change its per-
sonality in order to accomodate its stated goals, in
either case, an environmental analysis should result in the
creation of an intellectually honest learning environment
where academic skills can develop, where personalities can
grow, and where a minimal amount of friction exists between
the student and the institution.
Most of the environmental research conducted to date
can be classified under one of four general headings. The
first, which will be called the 'subjective 1 approach, looks
at the environment in terms of how it satisfies the psychol-
ogical needs of the individuals in the environment. When
this method of environmental assessment is used, the subjects
studied are the persons who live and/or work in the environ-
ment. They may be the students, faculty, or administration
in a school, or any combination of these three. The
instruments that are administered under this approach are
designed to measure the degree of personal need satisfaction
that each subject gets from the environment. In most cases,
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the Murray Need-Scale (Murray, 1938) Is used as the yard-
stick for defining these basic human needs.
The second category of environmental analysis is
the 'objective' approach in which the school's personality
is deduced from the direct observations of the students,
faculty, and administration. The questions that are asked
of the subjects deal with how they perceive certain
characteristics of the school such as student attitudes,
values, the Intellectual climate, goals, etc. The composite
opinions of the majority on each characteristic are then
taken to represent the institutional environment.
In the third approach to analyzing environments, the
people who are thought to create the institutional atmos-
phere—students, faculty, and administration--do not
participate directly in the generation of the required data.
This approach, which can be called the 'demographic*
approach, looks at the measurable attributes of an
institution, i.e., its size, type and size of each depart-
ment or program, IQ of the students, faculty credentials,
financial structure, etc. Through an analysis of this kind
of data, institutional profiles are constructed that can be
used for making comparisons among various schools.
The fourth category of environmental measurements
is based on the assumption that it is the actual behavior
of those who live in an environment that determines its
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characteristics
. This approach, referred to as the
'behavioral- approach, attempts to find those behavioral
activities that are generally regarded as acceptable by the
students, faculty, and administration. Here, the subjects,
who either live or work In the school, are asked to give
their reactions to a selection of possible activities which
they might engage In while at school. The composite responses
to each activity become the parameters for defining the
climate of the institution.
Each of these four techniques is extensively used
for examining institutional characteristics. Each has its
supporters and each has its detractors and although no single
technique may be perfect, all have contributed in some
measure to the understanding of institutional differences.
In the following discussion, these four approaches are
examined more extensively because they represent the major
thrust of existing research and because they are the logical
starting point for any corroborating work in the field of
environmental testing.
College Characteristics Index (CCI)
The CCI is a subjective test predicated on the
concept of the system of individual needs first presented
by Murray (1938) some thirty five years ago. Murray pro-
posed that it was the organization of certain human
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tendencies that gave unity and direction to the personality
and that these tendencies vers associated with the objectives
that a person characteristically strives to attain for him-
self. He called these tendencies needs , but they could also
be described as drives or motivators
.
Murray theorized that all human behavior could be
looked upbn as activity directed toward satisfying some
fundamental needs that are common to all humans. His
taxonomy of human needs includes the following:
Abasement
Achievement
Adaptiveness
Affiliation
Aggression
Change
Conjunctivity
Counteraction
Deference
Dominance
Ego-Achievement
Emotionality
Energy
Exhibitionism
Pantasied Achievement
Harmavoidance
Humanism
Impulsion
Narcissism
Nuturance
Objectivity
Order
Play
Pragmatism
Reflectiveness
Scientism
Sentience
Sex
Succorance
Understanding
Although these needs apply to all humans, the need
pattern may differ among individuals because each person may
rank his needs in a different order of priority and place
different emphasis on the necessity for satisfying them.
It is this difference in ranking and emphasis that results
in a particular behavior pattern that is unique for each
Individual,
To make a personality analysis based on Murray's
schedule of needs, it is necessary to first observe an
individual* 8 behavior and then infer from that behavior the
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nature of the needs structure that produced It (Stein, 1962).
However, since it is extremely difficult, if not impossible,
to make direct observations of behavior patterns, this
approach has been generally discarded in favor of the more
scientific but indirect methods that provide valid estimates
of these patterns. The indirect methods are often comprised
of projective tests and/or instruments designed to measure
intellectual quantities, attitudes, values, and other
personality related factors.
The simple and most popular method of personality
testing consists of analyzing responses to questions that
deal with preferences for activities, situations, vocations,
etc. Although the relationship between choices and behavior
patterns is not always obvious, nor does it always produce
perfect correlations, this method does provide a useful
approximation of personality style and has been widely
used in many psychological instruments.
A good example of this approach to personality test-
ing is the Stern Activities Index (SAI)—a questionnaire
developed by Stern (1958) to inventory the thirty needs in
Murray's taxonomy. The questionnaire contains 300 items that
refer to some very common and socially acceptable activities.
The subject is required to indicate his like or dislike for
each of these activities and, in doing so, exposes the
importance he places on satisfying each need in the taxonomy.
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When the strength of each need is quantified and compared to
the strength of all other needs, a pattern of needs that
reveals an individual's personality style emerges.
To determine if a particular environment is conducive
to the satisfaction of certain need patterns, Pace and Stern
(1958) constructed the College Characteristics Index (CCI).
index contains 300 statements about the college environ-
ment which require responses of true or false. All 300
statements are organized into thirty ten-item scales which
measure the 'press' associated with each of the thirty
needs in Murray's taxonomy. The thirty press scales of the
CCI and the thirty need scales of the SAI are interrelated
and give parallel measurements of the need-press character-
istics of an environment.
In developing their index, Pace and Stern proceeded
on the assumption that there is a complex interaction of
variables labeled 'beta press,' that controls how
effectively the environment encourages or discourages the
satisfaction of needs. The concept of a consensual 'beta
press' derives from the theories of Murray, Stein, and
Bloom (1956)c 'Press,' as defined by these researchers,
refers to the interpretation each individual makes of the
environment in which he lives. If certain common inter-
pretations emerge when a group of people evaluate the same
environment, then their mutually held interpretations are
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labeled 'bate press. 1 The CCI represents an effort to
quantify this press of an environment In terms of Its ability
to satisfy Individual need patterns that are based on Murray's
taxonomy.
The Sterns Activities Index and the CCI are
structured to give parallel measurements of both the in-
dividual and the environment. Where the SAI gives an
indication of a person's needs, the CCI scales give a
measure of the environmental 'press' conditions associated
with each need. When the magnitude of a need is high and
the corresponding environmental press is strong, that need
should find satisfaction in the environment. This hypothesis
is at the foundation of Pace and Stern's research into
environmental assessments, and the results of their work
give some validity to the assumption that environments can
be examined from a subjective 'need-press' viewpoint.
To test the validity of the CCI, the Instrument was
administered to groups of students at five different Insti-
tutions and to smaller groups of faculty members at four of
the five institutions. In all, a total of 423 students and
71 faculty members responded to the instrument in this first
evaluation test. The students Selected for participation in
the test were upperclassmen who had been at the institutions
long enough to identify its predominant characteristics.
Likewise, the participating faculty members were also selected
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for their long association with the colleges being studied.
The five institutions studied were chosen for the
obvious differences that exist in their institutional per-
sonalities. By starting with a diverse group of colleges,
it was possible to accumulate evidence relevant to the
construct validity of the CCI. Of the five schools selected,
one was a large midwestern state university, the second was
a large midwestern private university, the third school was
a large private eastern university, the fourth was a
moderately sized private college for men in the East, and
the fifth was a publically supported school in the metro-
politan New York area. All five schools were dissimilar in
that they offered different programs, attracted faculties
with different backgrounds, and drew their students from
different socio-economic classes. Because the divergent
characteristics of these schools is self-evident, Pace and
Stern assumed that in each one there existed a ’beta press’
environment that was distinct from that of the others and
that, consequently, the CCI would produce a quantitative
measure of these differences.
Using the data produced from the CCI, the profiles
of the five colleges were compared and found to represent
very different environments. Obviously, then, the test is
capable of displaying some sharp distinctions between college
environments (see Table 2, p. 32). However, difficulties
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arise when an attempt Is made to quantify the Influence or
power of any one particular
-press.' Because so little Is
known about what actually constitutes a press, the score on
each scale of the CCI cannot be directly related tc how
effectively the environment satisfies or Inhibits any one
particular need. Also, It Is possible that several press
counterparts are required for the satisfaction of a given
need. If this Is the case, the CCI does not provide In-
formation that can fully define a need-press pattern
(Layton, 1972).
In addition to the structural limitations in the
CCI, the basic assumption underlying its construction is
debatable because it leaves unanswered the question: Can
the environment be measured through the eyes of those who
live in it? When an average response is computed for any
item on the CCI, the question arises as to the meaning of
that average. Does it, as Pace and Stern contend, reflect
an environmental parameter or does it reflect the manner in
which the subjects project their personal needs onto the
environment? Conceding that each of the five schools studied
probably has students who come from different socio-
economic backgrounds, it is possible that the average CCI
scores reflect the projection of different personal needs
and values into an assessment of a school's environment.
If this is true, it could be possible to get another set of
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environmental profiles for all five schools by interchanging
a few students and measuring their perceptions of their new
environment. This interchange of students is impractical,
of course, but the example serves to illustrate the diffi-
culty in trying to define and measure the true environment
of an institution by means of a need-press analysis. In
taking this approach to environmental analysis, the needs of
the subjects can always be expected to influence their
observations of environmental press. Because needs affect
subjective judgments, it is impossible to determine if the
CCI is measuring environmental press, as it purports to do,
or is reflecting the average needs of the student body.
College and University Environmental Scales (CUBS)
One way to eliminate the uncertainty associated with
the CCI is to employ an instrument that proposes to measure
only objective impressions of the environment. Tests of
this kind make no effort to evaluate basic human needs;
instead, they attempt to take a direct measure of the
subject's view of some nonpsychological aspects of the
environment. The College and University Environmental
Scales (CUES) developed by Pace (1969) represents one such
environmental yardstick.
The CUES is one step removed from that class of
instruments that attempt to describe environments in terms
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of certain fundamental human traits. Where the CCI evokes
subjective responses about one’s personal need-press In-
teraction with an environment, the CUES asks students to
indicate whether certain statements characterize the
environment as they see it.
In. constructing the CUES, Pace modified the CCI by
resorting to a conceptual approach that directly analyzes
environmental differences between institutions and divorces
itself from any direct personality measures. His goal wns
to identify a set of parameters that could expose the
differences between colleges and to then measure those
parameters with a set of items that clearly reflected their
differences (Pieldman, 1969). By reducing the 300 items on
the CCI to 150 and by reorganizing the remaining items into
five scales of thirty items each. Pace created an instrument
that reveals points of environmental divergence among
colleges and universities.
The environmental parameters dealt with by the CUES
cover the social, cultural, and intellectual aspects of campus
climates. The .first scale—Practicality Environment—
examines the importance of personal status, Joining
organizations, material benefits and social activities on
the college campus. The second scale—Community Environ-
ment-measures the degree of group orientation, friendliness
and group loyalty exhibited in the environment. A third
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scale—Scholarship Environment—evaluates the importance
that is placed on academic achievement, the pursuit of
knowledge and intellectual discipline. The fourth scale—
Awareness Environment—quantifies the concern about personal,
poetic and political meanings that exist on a campus; in
addition, this scale measures the degree to which question-
ing of basic social values is encouraged and to which
dissent is tolerated. The last scale—Propriety Environ-
ment-deals with measuring the interactions of students
with students and students with the school along dimensions
that reveal the value placed on politeness and consideration
in interpersonal relationships.
As a test instrument, the CUES can only be used for
obtaining group scores on each of the five scales.
Individual scores are not appropriate and no provision is
made for computing them. Incorporated into this instrument
is an * opinion poll 1 approach that requires a consensus of
at least 66 percent of the respondents before something is
judged to be characteristic or not characteristic of an
environment. Using the results of the 'opinion poll'
approach, a profile can be plotted that visually displays
the general environment of a college or university. These
profiles then become the prime source for making direct
comparisons of the major environmental characteristics of
two or more schools.
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The DUES was one of the tests used by Chickerlng,
MacDowell, and Campagna (1969) In an extensive study of
Institutional differences. Their work Included a comparison
among three different environmental measures: 1) the College
Goals Rating Sheet (CGRS); 2) the CUES; and 3) The objective
observations of a team of investigators who visited each
college participating in the study. Their investigation was
conducted among several schools selected because they had
divergent curricula and educaticnal objectives which pre-
sumably resulted in differing environments that could be
detected and quantified with a proper test instrument.
Thirteen schools were selected for the study, all
relatively small colleges that appeared to have distinctive
images, clear and consistent value frameworks, and definite
educational orientations. The colleges ranged from those
with a strong emphasis on religious beliefs and a commit-
ment to conservative, fundamentalist, or evangelical
traditions, to those with a more moderate emphasis on religion,
and, finally, to those with a complete absence of religious
influence.
As a first step in their investigation, Chickering
and his associates administered the CGRS and the CUES to
each of the schools under investigation. In addition, teams
of trained investigators visited each school and recorded
their personal observations of behavior, attitudes, values,
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and other asoeote of the school environment. Using the
Information supplied by the CGRS, the Investigators vere
then able to separate the schools Into four categories:
1) Christ-oriented, 2) Intellectual-social, 3) Fersonal-
social, and 4) Professional-vocational. Next, the CUES
scores were used to re-group the schools along the set of
parameters defined by the CUES scales. By comparing the
Internal differences In the grouping produced by each
instrument, the validity of the CUES could be tested.
Because of their scores on the CGRS, six of the
schools in the study were placed in the "Christ Centered"
category, since they rated religious values as being of
prime importance and gave little weight to social or
vocational goals* All six rated community and propriety
above practicality, awareness and scholarship. When their
CUBS scores were plotted (see Figure 1, p. 40) to obtain a
visual display of profiles, the degree of similarity in
profiles was significant enough to suggest that the CUES
test might be useful for grouping schools with similar
educational orientations.
That the CUES does differentiate between dissimilar
college environments is supported by an analysis of
Figures 2a and 2b (p* 41). The CUES profile in Figure 2a
represents an average profile of the six schools in the
study that were classified as Christ oriented by the CGRS
AO
•CUES Scores
Figure 1—CUES Profiles of Six Church Related Colleges
Source: A. W. Chickering, Education and identity , San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1971, p. 166
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Figure 2a—Profile of Christ-Oriented Schools
CUES Scores
Figure 2--CUES Profiles of Christ-Oriented and
Professional-Vocational Schools
Source: A. W. Chickering, Education and identity . San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1971, pp. 166-168.
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because their religious influences exert a strong • press' on
•the environment. Figure 2b shows the CUES profiles of two
schools that OGRS places in the professional-vocational
category. Although both the religious and vocational schools
place almost equal emphasis on practicality and scholarship,
the most outstanding difference between them lies in the
Importance placed on community, awareness and propriety.
Apparently, the CITES test was able to expose Borne of
the differences between Christ oriented and professional
-
vocational schools * To validate the test findings, the
Chickering group dispatched a team of trained observers to
each school environment. The findings of these on-the-spot
Investigators, derived from direct contacts with students
and faculty, revealed that in the Christ oriented colleges
the overriding environmental ’press 1 places the greatest
importance on proper behavior or propriety and on the
development of a sense of community* At these same schools
practicality, awareness, and scholarship rated less import-
ant than community and propriety. Thus, by direct observa-
tion, the findings of the CUES were supported and its
validity was further established.
At the professional-vocational schools a different
pattern of values was revealed to the investigators.
Scholarship and practicality, which were given a relatively
low status at the Christ oriented schools, were given the
highest status in the professional-vocational schools.
Because these schools stress vocational preparation, the
students placed technical competence, as displayed by
scholastic achievement, in a position of high importance.
Practicality was also found to be important, perhaps because
it represents an exposure to the kinds of interpersonal re-
lationships students expect to encounter in the business
world. Here again the data gathered by the CUES are
validated by the direct observations of an Investigating
team.
The results of the Chickerlng study suggest that
written test instruments can be successfully employed to
outline some general characteristics of the college environ-
ment, There is, however, a serious shortcoming to the
Chickerlng investigative approach. By selecting colleges
with such diverse objectives and goals, the Chickerlng study
was almost certainly assured of generating data that would
differentiate among the various types of schools under
Investigation. It seems obvious that students interested in
dedicating themselves to a life of Christian endeavors would
create an atmosphere that is completely different from that
of a school where the students are interested in learning
a vocation that will help them to succeed in a secular world.
In other words, it can be assumed that both of these groups
would respond differently to any instrument that inventoried
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their opinions, values, and goals. The environmental
descriptions supplied by the CUES in this investigation may
be no more valid or accurate than the descriptions that
could be deduced by reading the catalogues of each school.
If any instrument is to become a valuable tool in
assessing environments, it must be capable of finding the
subtle differences present in environments that appear, on
the surface at least, to be quite similar. Although the
Ghickering study proves that written test instruments can be
used to distinguish gross institutional differences, the
study has not been able to expose the less conspicuous
discrepancies by which schools are individualized.
A more complicated question that is raised by the
Chickering study deals with the general problem of validating
the environmental studies. The fact that the dimensions of
college environments defined by the various instruments
(CGRS, CUES, and Investigations) are generally similar leaves
unsettled the question of Just what the college environment
is and what the CUES measures (Dressel, 1972). Feldman
(1969) has suggested that the widely shared views of students^
such as those measured by the CUES, are not necessarily the
social norms which exert a press on behavior.
Perhaps a better approach to environmental assess-
ments would be to abandon subjective and objective tests
such as those of the CCI and CUES and to concentrate on
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measuring only those parameters which are Independent of
individual interpretation.
Environmental Assessment Technique (tut)
The Environmental Assessment Technique (EAT),
designed by Astin and Holland (1961), avoids the pitfalls
of the perception approach to environmental analysis by
using only demographically determined indices to describe
oertain physical attributes of an institution. The major
premise of the EAT suggests that environmental forces are
transmitted to people through other people and that,
therefore, the character of a social environment is depend-
ent upon the nature of its members. Expanding this premise,
the Astin-Holland approach assumes that the dominant
features of an environment are determined by the typical
characteristics of its members. If follows, then, that to
know the character of the people in a group is to know the
climate the group creates (Holland, 1961).
In developing the EAT, Astin and Holland assumed
that the college environment or press consisted of three
major components: 1) the total number of students in a
college, 2) the average intelligence of the students, and
3) the personal characteristics of the student body. Of
these three major components, the third--personal assessment
of the student body—is the most complex and, therefore, the
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most difficult to evaluate.
The method of personality assessment used in the EAT
is based on Holland* s theory of vocational choice (1959).
The central hypothesis is that different personality types
are attracted to different occupations. Holland offered a
classification of all occupations in terms of six personality
types: 1) Realistic, 2) Intellectual, 3) Social,
4) Conventional, 5) Enterprising, and 6) Artistic. For
each of these types, Holland proposes that there is a
combination of personality characteristics called *modal
personal orientations* and that each modal personality style
is associated with a particular occupation. Accordingly,
Holland implies that people can be placed into one of the
six personality categories once their vocational choices
have been analyzed. For example, if an individual chooses
engineering as his vocation, he would most likely be
masculine, physically strong, unsociable, aggressive, etc.
A person* s vocational preference, therefore, becomes a
miniature personality test which provides a general over-
view of his major personality traits.
In applying Holland's theory to the assessment of a
social environment, it is assumed that this environment can
be described in terms of the occupations (personalities) of
its members. A law firm would represent an environment
different from that of an engineering organization because
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lawyers and engineers have different personalities. Extend-
ing this notion to colleges, law and engineering schools
would each exert a different press on students because the
major fields (occupations) of the students and the faculty
at each of the schools are different.
To characterize Institutional environments, using
the EAT, each major collegiate field of study is classified
as belonging to one of the six personality classes (see
Table 3, pp. 48-49). Classifications were determined by
using the guides established in Holland's original theory
of vocational choices and were validated with the Holland
Vocational Preference Inventory (Holland, 1959). Each
description of the modal personality orientation presented
in Table 3 represents an hypothesis about the kind of
climate or press created by each modal orientation.
To measure the personal orientation of an institu-
tion, the number of students in each major field is
expressed as a percentage of the school's total enrollment.
For instance, the artistic orientation of a college would be:
Number of students classified
Artistic orientation = as Artistic x 100
Total number of students
Using this formula, an institution can be characterized by
the proportion of its students that fall into each of the
six personal orientations as determined by their choice of
a major field.
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TABLE 4
COI Scales
Abasement
Achievement
Adaptiveness
Affiliation-Rejection
Aggression-Blameavoidance
Change-Sameness
Conjunctivity-Dis junct
.
Counteraction-Infavoid
Deference
Dominance
Ego Achievement
Emotionality-Placidity
Energy-Passivity
Exhibitionism-Inavoid
•
Fantasied Achievement
Harmavoidance
Humanism
Impulsion-Deliberation
Narcissism
Nurturance-Rej action
Objectivity
Order
Flay
Pragmatism
Reflectiveness
Scientism
Sentience
Sex-Prudery
Sucoorance-Autonomy
Understanding
j
Source: Alexander Astin and John Holland,
mental Assessment Technique: A Way
College Environments.” Journal of
Personal Orientations
Rea-
listic
i
Intel-
lectual
Social Conven- tional
Enter-
prising
Artistil
58 -29 04 11 -24
-45
-20 33 -22 -^5 42 35
14
-39 26 13 -25 -20
-21 38 -01 -07 05 16
45 09 -25 08 -38
-58
20 . 14 -14
-02
-10
-09
-06 16 -07 -24 22 12
06 28 -41
-29 11 19
26
-55 20 30 -38 -26
-21 32 08 -02 03 09
-34
-13 38 12 15 24
-25 21 -14 18 20 14
-05 31 -35 -42 28 33
-14
-33 43 36 -15 -03
-32 46 -17 -21 35 38
-50 04 21 -14 55 56
-81 23 25 07 79 64
11 28 -08 23 -28 -40
-17 -43 59 01 01 18
-37 -18 39 -06 22 46
-26 46 -24 -26 40 31
-05 -31 36 15 -10 -03
25 -34 35 04 -36 -30
73 -32 -08 02 -73 -66
-62 16 14 01 64 54
33 38 -43 -08 -22 -48
-70 10 31 -13 71 69
-22 -24 53 15 01 06
-09 10 14 24 -14 -13
-28 46 -23 -24 41 33
The Environ-
to Measure
Educational
Psychology
. 52, 1961, 311.
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Astir and Holland tested the validity of the EAT
against data gathered with the 001. The thirty press scales
of the COI were each correlated with the eight EAT scales.
The results of the correlations showed a high degree of
interrelationship between each of the EAT scales and certain
001 scores (see Table 4, p.50). For example, the OCI
variables most closely related to the first personal
orientation
—Realistic—were Humanism (-.81), Pragmatism
(•73), Sentience (-.70), Reflectiveness (-.62 and Harm-
avoidance (-.50). These correlations imply a preference for
the practical, the concrete rather than the abstract, and
an aversion to feeling experience—traits which are con-
sistent with the descriptions of the Realistic Orientation
developed by Holland (1961).
Each of the other five personal orientation scales
proposed by Holland also has high correlation with certain
001 indices. These correlations tend to confirm the per-
sonality characteristics that Holland attributes to each of
his modal personality styles. In addition, certain CCI
u
scales were found to have good correlation with the insti-
tutional size and intelligence level of the student body.
From an analysis of the correlations between EAT
and COI scores, it appears that the dominant characteristics
of an environment can be exposed by using data that is purely
demographic and totally removed from individual preferences
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and opinions. The EAT, then. Is unique in that it represents
an approach to evaluating the environment of a school that
does not rely on administering tests to school personnel
or students. The only data required include a numerical
count of the students registered in each field of study, the
average intelligence of the student body, and the size of
the Student body, all of which can easily be obtained by
examining enrollment figures and IQ test scores.
The most obvious advantage to using the EAT, when
compared to techniques requiring test administration, is
that is saves a great deal of time and resources. The EAT Is
not only quick and easy to use, it also yields data that are
comparable to that obtained from the CCI scores. EAT and
COI scores produce the same general kind of data because
personality styles are apparently formed by the structure of
basic human needs. Since the final structure of the needs
hierarchy can influence career and educational choices, each
academic program should attract students with similar needs
structures and thereby develop a unique composite person-
ality of its own. Evidence of this, born out by the Astln-
Holland study, revealed a unique set of correlations between
each of the six personality styles and CCI needs scales
(Table 4, p. 50). Prom the data presented in Table 4
it can be presumed that a certain need structure manifests
itself in a particular personality style and career choice.
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This presumption Is In agreement with the theories of career
choice proposed by Holland (1966) and Roe (1956).
Because certain personality traits permeate each of
the programs offered by a school, the program Itself can be
endowed with a personality of Its own. The assumption made
by Astln and Holland Is that this composite personality will
reflect the average needs of those who compose the group and
that these needs will manifest themselves In overt behavior
patterns that create an environmental ‘press'. It Is to
this environmental press, as revealed by the EAT, that a
student is forced to adjust.
The weakness of the demographic approach lies in its
inability to expose the subtle differences that can exist in
educational environments. If, for example, two engineering
schools of equal size were evaluated with the EAT, the
environments attributed to each one would be almost identical,
since each would have a 100 percent engineering enrollment
and each would have the same size student body; their pro-
files would differ only in the average IQ of the students.
But even this IQ difference would be small if the student
body were large and certain academic skills related to IQ
were prerequisites for admission. By ascribing to each of
these schools the same environmental conditions, therefore,
the EAT is implying that no differences in learning conditions
exist. Such generalizations about environments are of little
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value when attempting to adjust an environment for r axlmum
learning effectiveness.
Environmental analysis must be conducted with
measuring instruments that are sensitive enough to detect the
fine environmental differences that stimulate the students
in one engineering school and discourage the students in
another. Environmental analysis must deal with those
forces, however well concealed, that actively influence
student motivation and academic behavior. Some of the more
obvious factors that can influence this behavior are the
actual activities that students engage in both inside and
outside of the classroom. Assuming for the moment that the
actual behavior of the majority of students exerts a
* physical' environmental press on all the students, another
approach to environmental assessment would be to catalogue
all the activities that are generally acceptable to a
majority of the students in a school. This is the approach
to be examined next.
Student Preference Schedule (SPS)
A fourth approach to environmental assessments uses
student behavior as the canon for quantifying environmental
characteristics. This approach, used by Ohickerlng (1972),
Astin (1968), and Stanfield and Schumer (1967), and others,
is predicated on the assumption that environmental press
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manifests Itself In the actual observable behavior of
Individuals, and It Is this behavior that refleots the Inter-
personal relationships among students and between students
and faculty. Any assessment of the environment, therefore,
must take Into account any and all of the activities which
students engage In, expect to engage, or are exposed to.
These behaviors, which may fall Into distinct patterns,
represent a major force In Influencing the total environ-
mental press of an Institution.
One environmental research effort that reflects the
behavioral school approach Is the work undertaken by
Stanfield and Schumer (1967). Their attempts at environ-
mental measurement focus on examining the preferences that
students have for certain activities that are available to
them on a college campus. To evaluate preferred activities,
Stanfield and Schumer created the Student Preference Schedule
(SPS), an instrument that quantifies preferences for eight
different modes of behavior. The SPS contains 97 items that
refer to the kinds of things that students like to do at
oollege. Some of the test items were formulated by asking a
group of students to list the activities they enjoyed parti-
cipating in while other test items were constructed by listing
the activities advertised in student newspapers and in
activities calendars. Each test item is scored in terms of
a six-point scale ranging from a strong like for the described
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activity to a strong dislike for the came activity.
Prom their analysis of the responses of 423 students,
Stanfield and Sohumer Identified eight major factors that can
ba used to construct a pattern of preferred student behavior.
The eight factors ares 1) V/Ocatlonal, 2) Instrumental
Collegiate, 3) Intellectual, 4 ) Consummatory Collegiate,
5 ) Social Development, 6) Ritualistic, 7 ) Academic, and
8) Fraternity and Sorority.
The first factor 1b predominant in students with an
orientation toward 'vocational* behavior. These students
generally enjoy discussing their career plans with their
professors or with their fellow students. They are also
interested in talcing courses that build specific skills and
are directly applicable to their chosen profession*
The second factor, Instrumental Collegiate, describes
the kind of student most likely to enjoy participating In
extra curricula activities that include school committee
work and promoting college spirit. This type of student
gains personal satisfaction from active participation in
extra activities as either a leader, an organizer, or a worker.
The Intellectual Orientation personality factor is
strong in students who prefer to engross themselves in a
world of ideas that may or may not have direct responses to
the formal course structure of an institution. They
voluntarily seek out those activities that expose them to
the influences of poetry, philosophy, art, literature, social
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Issues, etc., regardless of how the topics relate to their
course work.
The term Consummatory Collegiate describes the factor
that is related to those students who become consumers of the
collegiate atmosphere. They enjoy sitting with friends,
socializing, visiting college hang-outs, and going to parties.
Unlike the Instrumental College students, the Consummatory
Collegiates do not place importance on either performance or
achievement in their choice of activities. Instead, they
judge an activity by the amount of intrinsic pleasure they
can derive from it.
When students are mainly concerned with self develop-
ment through meeting and helping people they are strongly
dominated by what Stanfield and Schumer describe as the
Social Development factor. Students influenced by this
personality factor have a strong preference for meeting
people, traveling, joining service organizations, and helping
others.
Another group of students, who are dominated by the
Ritualistic factor, are more strongly oriented toward their
homes than toward the school they attend. They seem to
gravitate toward activities that are solitary rather than
social—playing solitaire or working crossword puzzles.
These students do not experience a strong attachment to their
schools nor do they appear to have any well-defined vocational
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goals. Their plans for the future sees, to be bound tightly
to relationships with their parents.
The Academic Orientation personality factor pre-
dominates in students who have a strong preference for
activities that are directly related to academic achieve-
ment. They enjoy studying, completing assignments, being
prepared for class, and doing independent study projects.
Students in this group have little inclination to cut classes
or neglect assignments.
Finally, Fraternity and Sorority describe those
students who lean toward an active participation in Fra-
ternity or sorority life. Students who fall into this
category have some of the preferences of the Instrumental
and Consummatory Collegiate students; in addition, they are
active participants in the Greek system on campus.
All of the eight factors Identified in the Stanfield
and Schumer study may be found in any individual student or
any student body. It is the relative strength of each
separate factor that determines the personality orientation
of the individual student and the environmental press that
is manifested in the general behavior of the student body.
The behavioral approach to environmental analysis
appears to offer a reliable means for making assessments of
college environments. The underlying assumption that pro-
vides the rationale for viewing the environment from this
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perspective Is that environr.ental forces are exerted through
interpersonal relationships. If this is true, then certain
behavioral patterns or preferences which influence inter-
personal relationships can be used as reflectors of the
internal pressures that create an environmental press.
Using the scales of the SPS to illustrate this point,
it seems reasonable to assume that if an overwhelming majority
of the students in one school have 'vocational 1 bias and the
vast majority of students in a second school have a 'social
development' bias, then these schools are different from
each other. A student with a personal orientation that is
vocational would feel at home in the first school but not in
the second. To this student, the environment that he must
adjust to is represented by the strong behavioral pattern of
each school. If he is 'vocationally' inclined and finds
himself in a 'social development' environment, his inter-
personal relationships with student and faculty may become
strained, his daily encounters with the people around him
may be unrewarding, and his academic work might suffer as a
consequence . On the other hand, in a vocational environment
he would speak the same language as the faculty and his
peers and therefore have a better chance to achieve
academically. To any student, then, the educational
environment is the sum total of all the interpersonal re-
lationships he experiences in a school. These relationships,
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In turn, are affected by similarities of values and goals,
both of which are reflected In behavioral patterns.
While the vocational environment and the social
development environment are characteristic of two schools
with very strong behavioral biases, in most cases, behavioral
biases are generally not that clearly defined. Schools as
well as individuals may possess some degree of preference
for all of the behavioral activities defined by the SPS.
It Is possible to arrange these preferences in an Infinite
variety of strengths and orders with each particular arrange-
ment indicative of a distinctive personality orientation.
The rationale for ordering behavioral preferences
follows the work done by Holland in developing his vocational
preference schedule. Holland found that the order of
vocational preferences gave an indication of the stability
of the first vocational choice. According to Holland, the
order of all the choices was at least as important in
determining vocational success as the nature of the first
choice. The ordering of the SPS behavioral preferences
parallels Holland's ordering of vocational preferences. In
both cases it is possible that the order and strength of the
variables can provide more information than the simple de-
termination of a single dominant characteristic.
Basing environmental studies on behavioral patterns
assumes that all of the underlying needs that drive individuals
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and that permeate the atmosphere of Institutions eventually
surface In the form of human behavior. An examination of
behavior, then, gives an indirect view of the same basic
human needs proposed by Murray and measured by the CCI.
But unlike the CCI, instruments that examine human behavior
are taking direct environmental measurements, not indirect
ones. To properly assess the relationship between CCI scores
and the environment, every possible ordering of needs and
their strengths must be examined and their effects on the
personality and environment noted. This is a formidable,
if not impractical, undertaking. Behavioral studies, on the
other hand, look at the ordering and strengths of human needs
by examining end results, a task that is not beyond the
capabilities of present day research techniques. For these
reasons, the SPS represents an important step in the evo-
lutionary process of developing reliable instruments that
can give true indications of institutional environments.
Summary
Although they differ to some extent in both their
philosophical drift and applicability, all of the instruments
discussed in this research—CCI, CUES, EAT, IOA, and SPS
—
represent distinct categories of environmental assessment
techniques. All attempt to answer the questions: What is
the educational environment? How can it be measured and
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evaluated so that It can be controlled?
Pace and Stern (1953) attempted to define the para-
meters of a college environment by designing the College
Characteristics Index (CCI), which interprets the environment
In terns of its psychological characteristics. Essentially,
the environment is viewed as a complex interweaving of
stimuli which 'press' on the student who in turn reacts with
his own basic needs. The CCI tries to measure the way in
which the environment tends to satisfy basic psychological
needs. Each of the thirty scales of the CCI is built
around one of the thirty basic human needs proposed by
Murray (1938). It is the evaluation of these needs that
provides the psychological profile of the institution being
studied.
A somewhat different approach to the problem of
environmental analysis was taken by Pace when he developed
the College and University Environmental Scales (CUES).
Where the CCI concentrates on examining the personalities of
the individuals enrolled in a school by having them answer
questions that .expose their inner psychological needs, the
instrument developed by Pace examines the educational environ-
ment by having the subjects give their objective impressions
of some major characteristics of a school. The CUES attempts
to evaluate five major environmental parameters that relate
to the goals and values of a school as perceived by the
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students, faculty, and administrators of that school (Dressel,
1972). No attempt Is made to measure Individual personality
traits nor to Judge the subjects acceptance or rejection of
the environment, i.e., his objective view of the school.
Astin and Holland (1961) pursued yet another
direction in trying to decide just what the college environ-
ment is. Their Environmental Assessment Technique (EAT)
differs from others because it is directed toward assessing
some of the measurable physical characteristics of a school
such as the size of the student body, the average intelli-
gence of the students, etc. In addition to measuring phy-
sical characteristics, the EAT takes aim at assessing certain
functional personality traits of the students that are direct-
ly related to their vocational interests. The EAT approach
to personality assessment stresses the supposition that
occupational preferences can be used to construct a valid
personality profile that has as its root the basic psychol-
ogical needs catalogued by Murray. The composite person-
ality profile, as deduced from the vocational preferences
listed in the EAT, gives a valid reflection of an important
element in the environment of a school. These profiles,
together with other demographic data, constitute what Astin
and Holland regard as a valid and reliable environmental
assessment.
The fourth approach to quantifying the educational
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environment is based on the premise that student behavior
.has a major Influence on the creation of an Institutional
atmosphere. Research In this area, represented by the works
of Astin and Stanfield and Schumer, has been directed toward
developing Instruments that can effectively measure student
behavior patterns. Inherent in their research is the belief
that people create the environment, not through their sub-
conscious needs or desires, but by their interactions with
one another and by their overt reactions to the schools they
attend. Both research efforts are based on the assumption
that a major facet of the college environment is manifested
in student behavior patterns and the instruments that were
developed by these dual efforts are designed to measure and
codify these behaviors. Astin's Inventory of College
Activities (ICA) and the Stanfield-Schumer Student Preference
Schedule (SPS) both represent test instruments designed
specifically to examine an institutional environment through
the medium of human behavior patterns.
Formation of the Hypothesis
Independent Variables : Environmental Factors
Although there is disagreement among researchers as
to what constitutes an environment, how it can be measured,
and what the extent of its influence on students is, all
agree on one basic principle: Educational environments do
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differ, and the differences prevail from school to school,
from program to program within a school and even perhaps
from dormatory to dorraatory on the same college campus (As tin
and Holland, 1961; Pace and Stern, 1958; and Pervln, 1967).
There is also general agreement that some of the major
factors shaping an environment are institutional size, kinds
of curricula, type of financing (public or private), and
types of students. But Just how these attributes are best
weighted and measured has yet to be successfully determined.
The concept of an environmental press that influences
student behavior is also usually held to be a valid one;
however, the exact nature of this 'press' and the degree to
which it affects behavior are questions that are still being
openly and vigorously debated. While Pace (I960) defines
'press' as being related to the way that students view an
institution, Holland (1961) suggests that the press is
determined by the vocational interests of the students and
faculty. Although a precise definition for an environmental
press has yet to be agreed upon, the Important thread hold-
ing together the theories of Holland, Pace, and others is
their general agreement that: a) schools are different;
b) their differences affect students; c) the differences are
measurable; and d) their differential impacts are attributed
to the nebulous concept of an environmental 'press.'
Even though many researchers (Pace and Stern, 1958),
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Checkering, 1969, Walberg, 1963) have measured environmental
differences, few have pursued their investigations thoroughly
enough to determine reasons for the differences that they
found. The most serious attempt to provide some explanation
for the variations to be found among schools derives from
the work of Astin and Holland (1961). Holland had earlier
(1959) proposed that underlying personality traits guide
people into certain occupations and that an occupational
environment is created by the composite personalities of
those who are drawn into that occupation. Going a step
further, Holland (1961) suggests that the forces that drive
students and faculty into the various curricula are the same
and that this concentration of personality styles gives
each educational program a unique identity that reflects
the personalities of the students and faculty.
Viewing the school as a whole, Holland believes that
the institutional environment is composed of personality
segments that spring from each program offered in the
university, the relative strength of each segment being
dependent upon the comparative number of students enrolled
in each program. Institutional differences, then, would
stem from the various kinds of programs offered at a
school, each program being attractive to a different type
of student.
Although Astin and Holland attribute a major share
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of institutional differences to student personality types,
they have not excluded from their study the effects of
institutional size and intelligence level of the student
body, both of which appear to influence the general atmos-
phere of a college. Prom their perspective, environmental
differences can be attributed to three primary influences:
1) personal orientation of the student body as reflected in
their choice of curricula, 2) size of the institution, and
3) general intelligence level of the student body.
The Astin and Holland supposition that the students
are a major force in the creation of an institutional
environment has been generally subscribed to by other
independent research (Astin, 1962; Baur, 1967, Bolton, 1967).
There is, in fact, a large body of evidence suggesting that
student characteristics are actually the most important
component of an educational environment. Riesman (1958-59)
in examining the differential representation of high
academic achievers among schools concluded that "the
distinctive ethos of the more productive colleges (in Ph.D
seekers) is duetto the characteristics of the students,
rather than to the Institutions or their faculties."
Stern (1963) reasoned that "highly productive colleges
appear to attract highly motivated students who are more
inner-directed, socially independent, receptive to learning,
unconventional, and creative." Heist (1961) embraces the
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conviction that tha "merit of certain Institutions lies less
In what they do to students than it does in the students to
whom they do it." Finally, skager proposes that:
foro ?
s operating on and within a college
^f^SOcial and ide °logical in nature and thedifferences in perceived press are not nearly
as important as the differences between the
committed and uncommitted, the alienated and
adapted, with regard to life style, partici-
pation in governance of the institution and
relation to society at large. (1972).
The compelling theme set forth by these and other
researchers is that the student can be regarded as one of
the prime power sources molding an institutional environ-
ment. Therefore, any attempt at environmental measurements
must take into account the composite characteristics of the
student body since it is the students themselves who help
to shape that environment. To be sure, the predominant
characteristics of students are the variable factors that
mold the educational environment and inevitably influence
student achievement. Since the student ( and faculty)
characteristics are the independent variables influencing
academic performance, they are the factors which have to be
measured and evaluated in order to assess their impact and
operational relationship to academic success.
The student personality related characteristics which
help to mold the educational environment and which influence
student achievement are a composite of interests, attitudes,
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values, and behavioral preferences that contribute to the
total student personality. One aspect of that total person-
ality applicable to this investigation relates to the
student's attitudes toward the educational and social aspects
of academic life. The attitudes and expectations that a student
brings into a college are formed by a complex intermixing of
personal, social, and hereditary factors that are overtly
manifested as the preconceived notions of collegiate life
that a student brings to the school.
One instrument that is capable of measuring these
socio-educatlonal attitudes is the Student Preference
Schedule (SPS) developed by Stanfield and Schumer (1967).
This instrument divides student attitudes and expectations
into eight distinct classifications
—Vocational, Educa-
tional, Intellectual, Social Development, Instrumental
Collegiate, Ritualistic, Fraternity-Sorority, and Consumma-
tory Collegiate—that can be regarded as the independent
variables that bear on academic achievement. Because the
SPS scales show an operational relationship to scholastic
performance (Savicki et al., 1970), this instrument was
chosen as one of the testing devices employed in this study.
Since this investigation was conducted at a technical
college, another aspect of the total student personality
applicable to this research has to do with the vocational
interests of the students. The relationship between academic
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success and the vocational preferences of Individuals Is
assessed in this study through the use of the Holland
Vocational Preference Inventory (HVPI). Holland’s test
Instrument links occupational success and vocational pref-
erences by ascribing certain clusters of general personality
related traits to persons who are successful in various
occupational fields.
Because the general, non-intellectual factors that
the HVPI measures appear to have some affect on occupational
success, it is also probable that they affect the scholastic
performance of those individuals who are training to enter
these occupations. In an educational setting, the HVPI
scales can be regarded as a set of independent variables
that contribute to the formation of the environment and
consequently influence student achievement.
In addition to the personality related factors that
mold the educational setting and affect student performance,
the social and economic backgrounds of the students enter-
ing a school are also important factors that bear on
academic success (Thistlethwaite, 1959). The non-intellect-
ual or demographic variables incorporated into this study
include family income, level of parental education,
financial pressures, etc. Since the intellectual factors
are also an important part of any educational environment
(Holland, 1961), the math and verbal skills of the students
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at H.S.T.C were used as another set of Independent variables
influencing student performance.
Demographic Measures
Students who enter any post-secondary institution
must usually contend with certain pressures that are exerted
upon them by their social-economic backgrounds. These
pressures can provide a positive or negative influence on
student performance, being great enough in some cases to tilt
the scales for or against a successful academic experience.
Any study, therefore, that deals with factors pertinent to
the academic success or failure of students, is not complete
if it does not include a comprehensive examination into the
important socio-economic variables by which academic
achievement is influenced. These socio-economic variables
are commonly referred to as demographic measures.
This research will concentrate on seven demographic
and intellectual parameters (Appendix B), five of which
measure the socio-economic backgrounds of the students
while the other two are concerned with Intellectual ability.
Taken collectively, the seven factors which are used as
independent variables in this study provide an overview of
the student's family background and educational ability,
both of which contribute greatly to the degree of success he
experiences in school.
The socio-economic measures chosen for this study
72
dep.l with three aspects of the student's background:
1) parents' education, 2) financial security, and 3) educa-
tional goals. These three general categories of demographic
information were selected because previous investigations
verify that they can have a strong influence on student
achievement
.
Information for all three factors was taken from the
subjects' responses to a questionnaire attached to the front
of the HVPI and SPS answer sheets (Appendix B). Parents'
education is measured by the number of years both parents
completed school. Financial security is measured by the
amount of family income and the extent to which the student
is apprehensive about financing his education. Educational
goals are measured by the student's opinion of how well the
H.S.T.O suits their personal goals and career plans; they
are also measured by the student's indication of the highest
degree he expects to earn. Responses to both of these items
are expected to have some bearing on how actively a student
pursues his course of study at the school.
The two intellectual measures used in this study are
the math and verbal scores on the Engineering and Physical
Sciences Aptitute Tests (EPSAT). The EPSAT was chosen
because it is the test currently being used as a screening
and placement test the H.S.T.O and is, consequently,
available for a large percentage of the student body. In
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addition, the BPSAT math and verbal scores provide a good
reference a-galnst which the effectiveness of the non-
intellectual predictors can be compared.
The demographic and Intellectual variables outlined
here are important supplements to the personality related
data that relate to vocational interests and educational
expectations. Incorporating both kinds of measures into
this study increases the likelihood that an accurate
composite of the potentially successful student will emerge
from this research.
Dependent Variable; Academic Performance
Having earlier established student achievement as
the dependent variable in this study, it becomes necessary
to define this achievement in a manner that reveals the
clearest possible relationship between it and the selected
independent variables. The most common method of defining
scholastic achievement describes students as either per-
sistors or dropouts, persistors being those students who
remain in school and graduate and dropouts being those
students who leave school for any reason.
Grouping students together into these two general
classifications obscures some of the real differences that
contribute to a student's success or failure at a school
(Rose et al., 1966). In order to expose some of these
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differences, therefore, Rose (1966) proposed that successful
.students be classified as successful or probationary per-
sistors, depending upon their earned GPA, and that unsuccess,
ful students be classified as defaulters if they left school
during a semester for any reason and as dropouts if they
failed to return to school after successfully completing one
or more semesters.
Rose's classification of successful and unsuccessful
students is incorporated into this study with some modifi-
cations. For the successful students, the GPA. figures that
separate successful from probationary persistors were
altered and the title of each classification of persistors
was changed so that the highest achieving students are
referred to as Strong Persistors (SP) and students achieving
at a marginal level of success are referred to as Marginal
Persistors (MP). As for the unsuccessful students, the
dropouts of Rose's investigation are identical to the
Voluntary Dropouts (VDO) in this study because these are
students who displayed an ability to master the program
but chose to leave school voluntarily. The defaulters of
Rose's study are Academic Dropouts (ADO) in this research
because their grade point averages are not high enough to
maintain them in good academic standing.
Using these modifications of Rose's original classi-
fication of students, the dependent variable in this study
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Is the academic performance of students who fall into four
distinct levels of achievement: Strong Perslstors, Marginal
Perslstors, Voluntary Dropouts, and Academic Dropouts.
The Hypothesis
It is apparent by now that educational environments
differ to the extent that each can be said to have a per-
sonality unique to itself. Just as educational environments
are not the same, neither are the personalities and needs of
the students who enter them. Consequently, the Interaction
between the student and the institution must be regarded as
a crucial variable influencing academic achievement and
personality growth.
The importance of matching the student to an
environment was recognized by Pace and Stern at the early
stages of their work on environmental analysis. They
believed that
The total pattern of congruence between
personal needs and environmental press could
be more predictive of academic achievement,
growth,^ and change than any single aspect of
either the person or the environment (Pace
and Stern, 1958).
This observation is the root from which three separate
hypotheses were formulated to test the relationship between
student and environmental characteristics and academic
success
.
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The first hypothesis to be tested explores the
possibility that the most powerful environmental influences
in a college are the socio-educational attitudes and voca-
tional interests of the teaching staff. The first hypothesis
is stated as follows
:
Students who are successful in a technicalprogram have socio-educational attitudes and
vocational interests that are similar to those
of their instructors while students who are
not successful have educational attitudes and
vocational interests that are different from
those of their instructors.
The underlying presumption of the first hypothesis
is that the faculty creates and transmits the predominant
characteristics of an institutional environment and it is
to this faculty created environment that a student must
adjust
. If a student*s personality. complements the composite
faculty personality he is likely to find himself in an
atmosphere that fills his needs and allows him to express
his own personality style. This student is more likely to
be successful than the student whose personality character-
istics conflict with that of the faculty. It is expected,
therefore, that the successful students will show a stronger
similarity to faculty traits than will the unsuccessful
students.
To test the hypothesis, the socio-educational
attitudes are measured using the Student Preference Schedule
(SPS) developed by Stanfield and Schumer (1967) and the
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vocational Interests are measured using Holland ‘s Vocational
Preference Inventory (HVPI).
The second hypothesis to be tested In this study Is
based on the premise that students who achieve success at
college have certain characteristics that are In harmony
with the educational environment, as defined In part by
student interests, attitudes and soclo-educatlonal back-
grounds, while students who fall academically or leave college
voluntarily have values and Interests that are in conflict
with those of the institution. The second hypothesis is
stated as follows:
The successful students at H.S.T.C have
vocational interests and attitudes toward the
social and educational aspects of collegelife that are different from those of the
unsuccessful students.
The second hypothesis is tested by evaluating the
student scores on the SPS, which measures socio-educational
attitudes, and by evaluating the student scores on the HVPI,
which measures vocational interests. The multivariate
statistical procedures used to compare the socio-educational
and vocational characteristics of successful and unsuccess-
e
ful students is expected to reveal significant differences
between both groups.
The third hypothesis to be tested researches the
proposition that certain intellectual and demographic
measures can be used to distinguish successful from
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unsuccessful students. The third hypothesis Is stated as
follows
:
The successful students at H.S.T.C have
th^ !^/nd demoSra Phic characteristicshat are different from those of the un-successful students.
To test this hypothesis, certain demographic and
intellectual measures are correlated with scholastic per-
formance in order to determine the relative value of these
variables for predicting academic success. It is expected
that some differences will surface with the demographic
factors and that the two intellectual measures (math and
verbal skills) will reveal significant differences between
successful and unsuccessful students.
The validity of using personality related character-
istics as components of the environment that affect academic
success will be determined by the acceptance or rejection of
the three hypotheses. Through an examination of the inter-
relations between academic success, student personality
characteristics, environmental forces, and selected demo-
graphic indices, it may be possible to find a clue to the
c
pattern of congruence between behavioral characteristics
and environmental press that provides the best conditions
for academic development.
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CHAPTER HI
METHODS
The Educational Setting
This study was conducted at the Hartford State
Technical College (H.S.T.C), a twc-year technical college
with a student body of approximately 456 and a faculty of
38 members. Of the 38 teachers who serve on the H.S.T.C
faculty, 29 are graduates of engineering colleges. Each
instructor who teaches In a major technical area has at
least three years of industrial experience that complements
the engineering degree he holds. Since all 29 engineering
instructors have left industrial Jobs for teaching positions,
it can be assumed that they possess some common personality
traits that Influenced their decision to leave industry to
enter the teaching profession.
Of the nine non-engineering members of the H.S.T.C
faculty, six are mathematics majors and four represent the
liberal arts area. Since these two groups of math and
liberal arts teachers represent only 28 percent of the
faculty, and since only 10 percent of the faculty is com-
posed of liberal arts teachers, it seems reasonable to
assume that the influence of the engineering personalities
(74 percent of the faculty) will predominate in forming the
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final composite faculty personality.
The students at H.S.T.C are also unique and differ
from students In other local colleges because of their choice
of a scientific education over all other educational programs
in the Hartford area. When faculty and students have both
made the free choice to teach and study in a technical
school, they may be exhibiting a form of behavior which has,
to a large extent, been predetermined by a common set of
personality traits. Consequently, this study Is limited to
an investigation of personalities that are attracted to the
scientific and engineering fields.
Description of the Subjects
The Faculty
The faculty of the H.S.T.C includes: 28 graduate
engineers who hold at least a Bachelors degree in the
technical area in which they teach; four liberal arts
majors who are responsible for conducting the English and
Psychology courses; and six members of the Math department
(of which two are graduate engineers) who teach math courses
to students in all technologies.
Each of the twenty-eight graduate engineers is
assigned to one of the following technical areas: Civil,
Data, Electrical, Mechanical, Nuclear, or General Science.
To teach in any one of these programs, each instructor must
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hold at least a Bachelor's degree in engineering and must
have a minimum of three years of industrial experience that
is directly related to the area in which he expects to teach
(Table 5, p. 82). This combination of employment pre-
requisites (B.S. degree in engineering plus suitable in-
dustrial experience) may, in fact, constitute a selective
filter that screens out a particular kind of individual for
the faculty positions at H.S.T.C. The prerequisites for
employment insure that each member of the technical faculty
has rejected his first choice of an engineering career and
turned instead to a career in teaching.
Because of the selective measure that is built into
the employment requirements at H.S.T.C, it seems logical to
assume that all twenty-eight members of the technical faculty
( and possibly the two engineers who teach math) have some
strong common personality traits that are manifested in the
rejection of engineering occupations and in the acceptance
of teaching assignments. Although the reasons for changing
their original career plans are unknown, the low turnover
rate (almost zero) of instructors at the school suggests that
these second career choices have been stable ones.
In addition to the twenty-eight instructors who
teach in the major technical areas, the H.S.T.C also employs
four mathematics teachers (plus the two engineers who trans-
ferred to teaching math) and four liberal arts teachers.
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TABLE 5
BACKGROUND DATA ON H.S.T.O FACULTY
Item Average S
Percent
of total
faculty
Age 42.5 10.3
Industrial Experience
(years) 7.8 6.7
Teaching Experience
(years) 12.5 6.5
B.S
. Degree in Eng.
or Science 18
B. S and M.S Degree
in Eng. or Science 35
B.S and M.S in Math 10
B.S and M.S in
Liberal Arts
10
B.S in Engineering
M.S in Education
22
Doctorate in Science or
Liberal Arts
5
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TABLE 6
H.S.T.C FACULTY: BREAKDOWN BY DEPARTMENTS
Department
Degrees
B.S B.S-Eng. Ph.D
Eng. M.S M.S M.S M.S-Edu
Eng. Math LA
Civil X 4 1
Data 1 2
Electrical 2 2 2
Mechanical 2 2
Nuclear 3
Tool 1 2
Math 3 1 1
Liberal Arts 3 1
Gen. Science 2 1
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For these eight Math and English teachers (21 percent of the
faculty) there is a different set of employment prerequisites.
While no industrial experience is required to teach math
or liberal arts subjects, It is a requirement that all the
teachers in these two areas have at least a Master's degree.
A breakdown of the H.S.T.C faculty by academic areas
is presented in Table 6, p. 83. Although the Table Indicates
major teaching assignments, it must be noted that students
always come into classroom contact with instructors in
courses that are outside of their major fields. For example,
all students are required to take chemistry and physics
and these courses are taught by instructors from all
technologies. In making assignments to physics or chemistry
classes, the administration makes no effort to assign an
electrical instructor to electrical students. A similar
cross—fertilization occurs in every other technology where
faculty and students cross over each others boundaries.
Even the mathematics courses are occasionally taught by
engineers who are usually assigned to a technical specialty.
Because of this cross-fertilization and inter-technology
exposure of students and faculty, the students are exposed
to an educational environment created by the total faculty
influence
.
The Students
Hartford State Technical College draws the bulk of
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its students from towns and cities that are within a twenty
mile radius of Hartford, Connecticut. In the overwhelming
majority of cases, these students live at home and commute
to school on a daily basis, making the H.S.T.C a community
college in the fullest sense of the word. Because of the
area it serves, the H.S.T.C must compete for students with
three other non-technical community colleges, one state
supported Liberal Arts and Business college, one private
Engineering college, one private Liberal Arts college, and
the local branch of the State University. The variety of
programs that are available in the area provides students with
ample opportunity to select a particular program which they
feel best suits their needs. In view of the varied educa-
tional opportunities, students entering H.S.T.C have the
option of selecting from the many other types of programs
offered in the area; therefore, it is reasonable to assume
that a natural selection process occurs that concentrates
people with technical interests into the H.S.T.C student
body. How well this natural selection process works is
dependent upon the stability of the vocational choices made
by the entering students. The stability of these choices
is, in turn, dependent upon many inter-related factors,
including self-knowledge, individual human needs structure
(Holland, 1966 and Roe, 1956) and the socio-economic factors
in a student's background.
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TABLE 7
BACKGROUND DATA ON H.S.T C
FRESHMAN CLASS - 1973
’
Item X S
No
. of
Students
Percent
of Fresh
Class
Age 18.67 1.65
IQ 108.14 10.57
Class Std.
(percentile)
41 23
Father's Edu. 3.99 2.41
Mother’s Edu. 2.74 1.88
Edu. Goals 4.01 1.76
Veteran 30 12
Married 7 3
Public H.S 164 70
Tech. H.S 47 20
Private H.S 23 10
Living at home 206 88
Non veteran
living home
194 95
Family income 8,000-
12,000
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Some of the socio-economic and intellectual factors
that might influence academic achievement are incorporated
into this study as Independent variables that bear on
academic success. These factors, together with other in-
formation that describes the student population at H.S.T.O
is presented in Table 7, p. 86. Here certain demographic
and intellectual characteristics of the average H.S.T.C
student are presented so that some insight into his general
social, economic, and educational background can be gained.
Using the data from Table 7, the average student can
be described as follows: He is a white male, 18.6 years of
age, has an IQ of 108 and graduated in the lower half of his
high school class. He hopes to continue his education after
graduating from H.S.T.O and earn the B. S. degree, thereby
surpassing the educational achievements of his father,
whose formal education ended after graduation from high
school, and his mother, who left high school in her senior
year. In addition, the average student graduated from a
public school, is single, did not serve In the armed forces,
and will live at home while attending H.S.T.C.
In sum, the demographic data portrays the average
H.S.T.C student as being one from a low Income family where
the parents are not college graduates. He has a history of
below average performance in high school, is interested in
vocational training, and aspires to higher educational goals
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than those achieved by his parents. Given his past record of
scholastic performance, it appears that he will need help and
encouragement to overcome the academic handicaps that could
frustrate the realization of his aspirations.
Student Group Formations
Before the influence of environmental factors on
student achievement can be assessed, some means of quanti-
fying achievement along a logical scale of reference is
necessary. Once the scale is defined, the variation of
achievement along this scale becomes a dependent variable
which is operated upon by the independent variables that
make up the scholastic environment.
Although there are several ways to define levels of
academic achievement that reflect variations in student
performance, this investigation has drawn primarily on the
works of Rose (1965) and Savicki et al. (1970) to establish
a reference scale against which degrees of achievement can
be measured. Academic achievement is used in this study to
describe the levels of performance exhibited by two types
of student—Persistors and Dropouts. Persistors are defined
as those students who completed one year of study at H.S.T.C
and returned to the school to resume their second and final
year of studies. While this definition of Persistor does
not in itself describe a fixed level of performance, it does
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Identify a group of students who elect to return to the school
after a full year of exposure to the faculty and the currl-
culum.
.Recognizing that there are varying levels of academic
achievement, the Persistors have been divided by achievement
level into two sub-groups, 1) the Strong Persistors (SP),
and 2) the Marginal Persistors (MP). Within these two
subdivisions academic achievement levels are defined in terms
of earned Grade Point Averages (GPA).
The GPA, which is the measure of scholastic achieve-
ment used in most U.S colleges and universities, is computed-
from a student's grades as follows:
GPA = (Each course grade) (Credit hours per course)
Total credit hours
where the numbered values for grades are:
A = 4
,
B = 3 , C = 2, D = 1, F = 0
Using the GPA as an indicator of success, the degree of
academic achievement can vary from zero to four.
In order to qualify as a Strong Persistor (SP), a
student must have an earned GPA of 2.0 or better during his
career at H.S.T.C. If a student's earned GPA is lower than
2.0, but he remains in school, he is ranked as a Marginal
Persistor (MP). The choice of 2.0 as the cut-off point
between Strong and Marginal Persistors was chosen because
90
it represent!; the ’O' average which has been traditionally
regarded as the acceptable level of scholastic performance.
The rationale for separating the successful students
into strong and marginal divisions is based on the pre-
supposition that the Marginal Persistors, who achieve a
lower level of academic success than the Strong Persistors,
remain in school because of certain personality character-
istics that manifest themselves in a high level of adapta-
bility to the educational environment and/or a strong
motivational drive. Because of the strength of this drive
and/or an ability to adapt to the educational environment,
the Marginal Persistors can overcome their scholastic
handicaps and successfully complete the academic program.
A major thrust of this investigation, consequently, is to
uncover some of the personality characteristics that can
contribute to student motivation and educational adaptability.
The second group of students to be studied are the
Dropouts—those students who left school during their first
academic year as well as those who completed their first
year but failed to return for the concluding year. Because
all students do not drop out of school for academic reasons,
It was necessary to divide the Dropouts into two groups
also. Using the GPA again, as a defineable guage, the
Dropouts have been separated into Voluntary Dropouts (VDO)
and Academic Dropouts (ADO). Voluntary Dropouts are those
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students who left school with an earned GPA of 1.7 or higher
at the time they left school. Since the GPA of 1.7 repre-
sents the minimal requirement for graduation, students having
a GPA of 1.7 or better were not forced to leave school for
lack of academic performance; therefore, their departure
was not the result of dismissal and so must be regarded as
having been made voluntarily and probably for reasons other
than academic. The Academic Dropouts, on the other hand,
are those students with an earned GPA that falls below the
1.7 required for graduation.
The four levels of academic achievement which make
up the dependent variables of this study are summarized as
follows
:
STRONG PERSISTORS (SP)
Students who remain in school with an earned
GPA of 2.0 or higher.
MARGINAL PERSISTORS (MP)
Students who remain in school with a GPA of
less than 2.0.
VOLUNTARY DROPOUTS (VDO)
Students who leave school with a GPA of 1.7 or
higher (1.7 is the lowest acceptable GPA for
graduation from H.S.I.C).
ACADEMIO DROPOUTS
Students who leave school with a GPA that is
less than the 1.7 necessary to graduate.
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Test Descriptions
The overall objective of this research Is to take
quantitative readings of an educational environment and to
relate those readings to student achievement. Since environ-
mental forces are manifested through human behavior patterns
and are transmitted through person to person contacts (Holland,
1961), it is assumed that a study of the general vocational
and educational behavior patterns that exist in a group will
produce data that are descriptive of the socio-educational
environment created by that group. Their behavior patterns
are, in fact, a manifestation of the strength and arrange-
ment of basic human needs which have their roots in the
biological and/or social development of each individual
(Ginsburg, 1952, -and Roe, 1957). Therefore, an examination
of the overt behavior that creates a social environment is,
essentially, an examination of the effects created by the
strength and arrangement of various human needs.
Needless to say, an analysis of the educational
environment does not require a measure of the existence
and strength of every human need; such a manmouth effort
is neither feasible nor necessary. What is required is
some evaluation of how these needs are manifested in be-
havioral patterns and how they affect the Interpersonal
relationships of those who are marshalled together within
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the confines of a particular school. The two test Instru-
ments ( HVPI and SPS) selected for this study are designed
to produce a set of independent variables in the form of
numerical scores for each of their scales. The eleven scales
of the HVPI constitute one set of variables that deal with
vocational interests and the eight scales of the SPS con-
stitute a second set of variables that deal with socio-
academic attitudes and preferences. In all, the scores from
all nineteen scales should provide a group of non-intellect-
ual, personality related, independent variables that con-
ceivably influence academic achievement. By confining the
investigation to a list of preferences and activities that
have implications for academic success, it is expected that
models of the educational environment and of the typically
successful student will emerge.
The two tests selected for this study each deal
with a different aspect of a student’s total personality.
The Holland Vocational Preference Inventory (HVPI) looks
at vocational interests and exposes the occupational areas
that are appealing to a student. The pattern of responses
that emerges for each group of students will be examined
for any significant differences 'that distinguish successful
from unsuccessful students. The Student Preference Schedule
(SPS) focuses on an entirely different facet of the student's
personality because it deals with certain preconceived
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educational attitudes that students hold. An equation of
the attitudes of students falling Into the various academic
groups Is expected to expose certain educational attitudes
that can usually be associated with successful students.
Student Preference Schedule (sps)
The Student Preference Schedule (SPS) was selected
for use in this study because it is capable of delineating
the subcultures (environments) created by students of
differing personal modal orientations (Stanfield and Schumer,
1967). It has also been tested, with some degree of success,
as a predictor of scholastic achievement (Savicki et al,,
1970). Prom the results of their experiments with the SPS,
Stanfield and Schumer have hypothesized that entering students
have a definite preconception of the roles they will play in
the academic and social life of a school.
The SPS research effort identifies eight distinct
roles that describe a student's preset orientation toward
college. These role orientations are: 1) Vocational,
2) Instrumental Collegiate, 3) Intellectual, 4) Consummatory
Collegiate, 5) Social Development, 6) Ritualistic, 7)
Academic, and 8) Fraternity and Sorority. Since fraternities
and sororities are foreign to community college life, this
scale was modified to represent the kinds of social
activities that foster close inter-student relationships
and is referred to in this study as the Social Collegiate
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scale. A comparison of both the original and modified scales
In presented In Appendix B. Each of the eight role orienta-
tions of the SPS represents a particular campus subculture
(or sub-environment) created by the mutual attraction of
students with like personalities. It Is a basic premise of
this study. that any concentration of personality types
creates a social environment and that this environment exerts
a press on those who come under its influence.
The SPS is particularly suited to this study because
it is responsive to certain overt behavior patterns that are
directly applicable to the educational environment. All
eight scales measure behavioral patterns that relate to
educational attitudes and deal with activities that should
be familiar to a college student. Three of the test scales
in particular—Social Development, Academic, and Intellectual-
have been discovered to have strong correlations with pre-
dicted academic achievement (Savicki et al., 1968). The
research evidence suggests that the SPS can distinguish
among eight different educational orientations and that at
least three of these orientations have important implications
for academic success.
The SPS separates students into role oriented
groups by asking them to express their preference for cer-
tain college associated activities. The schedule contains
90 items, all of which refer to some individual or group
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activity (Appendix B), Respondents are asked to express
their preference for each activity on a six-point scale
ranging from strongly like to strongly dislike and are
required to give some Indication of a positive or negative
response, even if It Is a mild one. There Is no provision
for a neutral response to any item.
Although there are 90 items on the test, only 40 of
them are emphasized when the test is scored. Each of the
eight scales is scored by summing responses to five select-
ed items. Reducing the number of items in this manner
(from 90 to 40) facilitates scoring without decreasing the
discriminating power of the instrument.
Holland Vocational Preference Inventory (HVPI)
One form of overt human behavior that is the re-
flection of a pattern of basic human needs and values is
the choice of and comittment to life-time vocations.
Through the process of selecting a vocation, an individual
must bring into focus all of his interests, values, needs,
and expectations (Holland, 1966; Super, 1957; Roe, 1957).
In a sense, then, an investigation of vocational preferences
is an indirect investigation of personality assessment.
The idea that particular personalities are attracted
. to certain occupations and that occupational environments
are created by the concentration of these personalities is
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not new, having been exteneively researched by Holland
(1958) and Beall (1964). The efforts of both of these re-
searchers have helped to uncover evidence of what appears
to be a natural selection process that drives people toward
certain occupations while simultaneously expelling them
from others. The critical elements in this selection pro-
cess and the source of energy that propells it are the
personality trait patterns that predetermine an individual's
adaptability to vocational environments.
Because vocational interests and personality patterns
are closely related, this study uses a vocational preference
inventory as its prime source of data on student personali-
ties. In addition to being able to yield the required data,
occupational preference inventories are easy to administer,
are non-threatening in nature, hence do not encourage faking,
and are well suited for use in a vocational school.
The particular instrument selected for this study
is the Holland Vocational Preference Inventory (HVPI) which
not only incorporates all of the advantages described above
but has, in addition, established norms for the worker in
the scientific field. These norms provide a valuable
reference point for comparing the personalities of the
faculty and students in the school to those found in
scientific occupations.
The primary purpose of the HVPI is to assess
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personalities through an analysis of the subjects' vocational
preferences. The instrument is composed of 160 items, each
containing a single word occupational title or description
(Appendix B). To complete the inventory, the subject is
required to indicate a like or dislike for each occupation
with a simple yes or no response. Because the subject is
assumed to subconsciously associate each occupation to a
life style and to a set of personal values and interests,
the pattern of the responses provides a great deal of
information about the structure of his personality.
The HVPI groups the 160 occupational titles into
eleven scales that relate to eleven separate clusters of
personality traits. Each of the first seven scales
—
Realistic, Intellectual, Social, Conventional, Enterprising,
Artistic, and Self Control—is scored by counting the number
of 'yes' responses to a selected group of fourteen occupa-
tional titles. The next scale—Mascullnity--contains seven
vocational titles that are considered to be strongly mascu-
line and seven that are regarded as feminine. The scale
score indicates an acceptance of masculine and rejection of
feminine occupations. The Status scale is similarly con-
structed and contains seven high and seven low status
occupations. Again a preference for high status positions
and a rejection of low status occupations yields an overall
score for this scale. The procedure of accepting and
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redacting occupations is carried over to the next scale-
infrequency which contains ten popular and ten unpopular
occupations. On this scale, popular occupations are scored
as 'dislike' and unpopular ones as 'like.' Because the
scoring is reversed, a high score on this scale is indicative
of a preference for unpopular occupations. The last scale—
Acquiescence
—
provides an estimate of the subject's tendency
to like many occupations. This scale is scored by counting
the number of positive responses— 'like' or 'yes*—to the
first thirty occupational titles.
The responses to the 160 item HVPI are related to
complex clusters of personality traits and provide a broad
range of information on a subject's interests, values,
self-conceptions, coping behavior, and identifications. The
level of the responses and the arrangement of the scales
from strongest to weakest is indicative of the subject's
modal personality style. Peaks in the scale scores reveal
an individual's favorite methods of adjustment while low
points are Indicative of rejected methods of adjustment.
Should the composite personality of the school show a strong
preference for or rejection of a particular method of
adjustment, it can be assumed that this acceptance or
rejection exerts an influence on the total environment of
that school.
The vocational content of the HVPI makes it
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especially well-suited for studying students in a school that
emphasizes occupational training. Since the primary purpose
of the school is to prepare the student for employment in an
occupation of his choice, the HVPl's ability to test the
student's vocational preferences against this choice makes
it an appropriate and non-threatening test instrument for
this study. While testing for vocational preferences, the
HVPI generates a wealth of data on personality styles and
patterns of adjustment that are the dominant characteristics
of a school environment.
The SPS and HVPI were administered to the entire
freshman class at H.S.T.C in September of 1973. Incoming
freshmen in the Civil, Data, Electrical, Mechanical, Nuclear,
and Manufacturing technologies were tested during their first
week in the school. The tests were administered very early
in the year so that data could be accumulated before any
dropouts occured.
In addition to the freshmen students, all thirty-
eight members of the H.S.T.C faculty completed the SPS and
HVPI inventories. The form of the SPS was modified some-
what before being administered to the faculty. In its
standard form the SPS asked students to list their pref-
erences for certain activities; in the modified form,
completed by the faculty, the SPS asked the faculty to rate
a degree of approval for each student activity. The
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original and modified forms of the SPS appear In Appendix B.
In all, 235 freshmen students and 38 Instructors
were tested. Except for absentees at the time of testing,
this sample represents the total freshman population of the
school and the total faculty.
Statistical Analysis Techniques
The first statistical procedure used in this study
tested 4
-he previously stated hypothesis that:
Students who are successful In a technical
program have socio-educational attitudes and
vocational interests that are similar to those
of their instructors while students who are
not successful have educational attitudes and
vocational interests that are different from
those of their instructors.
In order to test this hypothesis, students were
first separated into four groups by achievement level:
Strong Persistors, GPA above 2.0; Marginal Perslstors, GPA
below 2.0; Voluntary Dropouts, GPA above 1.7; and Academic
Dropouts, GPA below 1.7. The hypothesis was tested by
comparing the composite profiles of the students in each
achievement level to the composite profile of the faculty.
The means employed to make these comparisons combines the
descriptive procedures outlined by Holland (1969) with the
more precise statistical method suggested by Morrison
(1967).
The method of profile analysis used by Holland in his
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study of occupational personalities Involved the grouping of
the highest and lowest scores from his eleven-scale voca-
tional preference inventory, with only the high and low
points used to outline aspects of a personality. To facili-
tate the grouping of the high and low scale scores, Holland
ranked the scores in order from the highest to the lowest
so that the top most scales represent the strongest traits
in the total personality profile and the lowermost scales
the weakest traits. Rank ordering the scores in this
manner simplifies the description of a personality because
the most predominant traits from each end of the order are
combined and discussed as a unit. The method of combining
variables provides a convenient means of data reduction
without any loss of valuable information.
Since the first hypothesis requires that each group
of students be compared with the instructors, the first
rank ordering of the variables (SPS and HVPI scores) was
performed on the composite faculty profile which then
became the 'reference' or 'target' profile to which the
student characteristics were compared. For any composite
student profile to be equivalent to the faculty profile,
the rank ordering of the variables as well as the overall
scale scores must be equivalent.
The statistical method for testing the equivalency
of two profiles and thus the rank ordering of variables
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(Morrison, 1967) is concerned with answering the following
questions: a) Are the profiles similar. In the sense that
the line segments of adjacent points are parallel?
b) If the two profiles are parallel, are they also at the
same level?
The statistic for testing for parallelism of slopes
is the two-sample T2 computed from the differences of
successive points on the profile curves. If this first test
shows that the profiles are parallel, a second test for
equal profile levels is performed by computing a two-sample
*t* statistic from the sums of the scores on all items in
each group. If the two tests indicate, at a pre-selected
level of significance, that both profile slopes and profile
levels are equivalent, the overall response patterns of
both groups and the characteristics they reflect can also
be regarded as equivalent.
The profile study is only the first step in making
a complete analysis of the personality differences between
teachers and students. To complete the analysis, Information
is needed on how group scores differ on each scale. To
generate this information and to extend the Investigation
of across scale differences, a series of four analyses
were performed for instructors and student groups in order
to expose any differences between them on the overall or
individual SPS and HVPI scale scores. An analysis of the
results of each of four multivariate procedures, together
with the results of the profile analysis, should adequately
describe the similarities and differences between instructors
and students.
The second hypothesis to be tested is that:
The successful students at H.S.T.C have
I°
C
? onaJ
interests and attitudes toward the
I??
1
+v,
a
?
d educational aspects of collegelife that are different from those of the
unsuccessful students.
The third hypothesis to be tested is that:
The successful students at H.S.T.C have
Intellectual and demographic characteristicsthat are different from those of the un-
successful students.
In order to test the second and third hypotheses,
a multivariate analysis of variance was performed across
all student groups and between pairs of groups on the
following set of variables: SPS scores; HVPI scores; and
demographic and intellectual factors. When the tests reveal
the existence of a significant difference among the groups
on any one of the variables, a series of analyses, which
include a multiple discriminant analysis, must be conducted
to ferret out both the groups that are different and the
particular variables on which they differ. If the initial
multivariate analysis of variance indicates that all groups
are the same on the variables in question, then further
analyses need not be carried out.
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In summary, the statistical procedures used in this
study can be capsuled as follows:
1#
—* Profile Analysis - to test the hypothesis
of no difference in the slopes and the levels of two profiles.
For the purpose of this study, the level of significance ft
)
was set at
.05.
2 * The Multivariate Analysis of Variance - for
among group differences, which tests for multivariate
differences across all scale scores and for univariate
differences on each scale score. The level of significance
for testing the hypothesis of no difference among the groups
on a multivariate or univariate basis is set at the .08 level
and for individual comparisons at .05.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Student Preference Schedule
Since the faculty Is to be used as the reference to
which students are compared, the necessary first step In any
discussion of faculty-student comparisons is to know pre-
cisely what the faculty regards as reasonable and acceptable
behavior from its college students. This information was
obtained from the faculty responses to a slightly modified
version of the SPS inventory administered to the students
(see Appendix B). The orientation of the SPS test taken by
the faculty was geared toward eliciting responses relevant
to the instructors concept of what constitutes ideal
student behavior.
Faculty Attitudinal Profile
The data presented in Table 8 (p. 107) is a. compi-
lation of the average SPS scores for both faculty and students.
The visual presentation of this data appears in Figure 3,
(p. 119) as a profile curve of how the faculty rates student
behaviors. Using the faculty preferences as the reference
point, the SPS composite faculty profile reveals that the
modes of acceptable student behavior are rank ordered from
the strongest to the weakest as follows: 1) Academic,
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TABLE 8
SPS SCORES FOR INSTRUCTORS
AND ALL STUDENT GROUPS
ape Q no 1 a
1 Instrs
.
; Student Groups& DC3.JL0
• SP MP VDO ADO
Academic x" 33.66 28.20 29.25 28.10 26.80
s 1.81 3.44 5.04 4.14 4.6
Vocational X 33.05 29.24 29.27 29.31 28.98
s 2.13 3.85 5.22 3.86 4.08
Social
Development
X 31.40 30.54 31.50 30.64 50.94
s 3.37 3.28 2.58 3.93 3.97
Instrumental
Collegiate
X 28.87 22.92 24.47 22.53 23.80
s 3.74 4.46 4.55 4.97 4.66
Social X 27.42 24.35 25.30, 24.20 24.90Collegiate
s 3.86 3.80 4.07 4.17 3.72
Intellect
.
X 27.10 17.77 17.77 18.17 17.76
s
’ 4.88 4.88 4.91 5.40 5.29
Ritualistic X 26.74 22.82 22.47 22.48 22.90
s 4.27 3.77 3.50 4.45 4.16
Consumma
.
Collegiate
X 24.00 21.12 22.63 20.51 25.86
s 5.08 5.27 4.86 4.73 3.91
108
2) Vocational, 3) Social Development, 4) Instrumental
Collegiate, 5) Social Collegiate, 6 ) Intellectual, 7 ) Rit-
ualistic, and 8 ) Consummatory Collegiate. Although the
faculty scores produced a rank ordering of the SPS scales
that were most favorable toward academic and vocational
activities and were least favorable toward Intrinsically
pleasurable activities, on every scale of the SPS the
average faculty score is higher than the average for any
of the four student groups. It seems reasonable to conclude
that the faculty is able to accept a wide range of social
behaviors from students; a student's participation in any
of the SPS activities, therefore, is not likely to pred-
judice the Instructor's opinion of the student's classroom
performance
.
The strongest faculty endorsement of student
behavior is given to those activities described by the
Academic scale. The activities incorporated into this
scale deal primarily with performance in the classroom
and interest in academic subjects. This SPS scale
measures the extent of student interest in being prepared
for class, completing assignments and studying assigned
material. Most important, the activities defined by this
scale render an evaluation of student-teacher relationships
because they reflect the kinds of interactions that take
place between student and teacher during the formal segment
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of the educational process.
That the faculty rated the activities described by the
Vocational scale almost as equally high as those of the
Academic scale is both logical and natural. The Vocational
scale, which deals with career development, reflects behavior
that is directly related to a mutual student-teacher interest
in a common field of scientific study. Obviously, then, the
instructor accords a high priority to those student activities
that focus on interests in vocational training and on efforts
to learn more about chosen occupations through discussions
with teachers and established professionals.
The preference for Academic and Vocational behaviors
found in this study is not unique to the H.S.T.C faculty.
Thistlethwaite (1962) discovered this same orientation in his
study of Engineering and Physics teachers while Pace (1964),
in his investigation of science curricula environments,
uncovered a strong faculty emphasis on academic performance.
What the similarities between these three separate sets of
findings suggests is that the environment of technical
schools is one in which students are expected to meet a high
standard of academic performance and to complement this
academic achievement with a strong interest in vocational
development.
The stress on academic performance and vocational
development delegates the personal and social development
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Of students to a secondary position. The Social Development.
Instrumental Collegiate, and Social Collegiate scales all
deal with behaviors attuned to the psychological and social
aspects of student growth. The Instrumental Collegiate scale
for example, stresses the student’s active leadership role In
organised campus affairs while the Social Collegiate scale
assumes student Involvement as a social participator rather
than a leader. Both scales are concerned with and revolve
around school related socially oriented events. Since the
social scales are clustered In the middle of the profile
curve (Pig. 3 , p . 119 ), they represent student activities
about which the faculty maintains a relatively neutral
attitude. The direction toward greater emphasis on the
scholastic and occupational rather than the social develop-
ment of students also predominates in studies conducted by
Thistlethwaite (1962) and Pace (1964). Both researchers
concur In "their findings "that "technical and engineering
faculties tend to subvert the humanistic side of a student's
personality growth to academic and vocational development.
The thre'e scales ranked lowest in the faculty's
hierarchy of values are all oriented toward activities that
are either non-productive in nature or have a pleasurable
or hedonistic drift. The first of these scales, and the one
ranked just below the social scales, is the Intellectual.
The focus of this scale centers on the student's interest in
Ill
Poetry, literature, and philosophy. The relatively low soore
accorded these activities by the faculty attests to a weak
•faculty Interest In Intellectual activities that do not bear
on scientific understanding. This finding concurs with that
of Centra ( 1965 ) who discovered the same low emphasis on
personal, poetic, and political pursuits In the engineering
faculties he studied.
The second scale given a low level of acceptance by
the faculty is characterized by inactive, and non-producllve
participation in college life. The Ritualistic scale, as
It Is called, describes a modal behavioral pattern that Is
oriented more toward home than toward the college and class-
mates. High scorers on this scale have little Interest In
college affairs and prefer to relate to their homes and
their parents rather than to their teachers or classmates.
Finally, the student activities listed lowest in
the faculty ranking are those contained in the Consummatory
Collegiate scale. Student activities associated with this
scale, which include loafing, killing time, hanging around
talking, can be§t be described as being intrinsically
pleasurable and having little useful purpose.
From the graph of the faculty SPS data (Figure 3,
P* 119), the faculty profile can be summarized as follows:
The student behaviors considered most desirable by
the H.S.T.C faculty center on those student activities that
112
promote a good classroom environment and bear directly on
their contacts with students. That Is to say, the faculty
looks forward to teaching students who are well prepared and
responsive in the classroom and who are genuinly Interested
in solidifying their occupational choices. While there is a
strong and positive faculty reaction to academic and voca-
tional interests, there is a seemingly neutral response to
those student activities that deal with the social and
intellectual development of the students. By contrast,
there is a minimal approval of those student activities that
have no purpose other than pleasure and that are associated
with a lack of clearly defined educational or vocational
goals.
..
Faculty-Student Conformance
Although the faculty has an obvious bias in its
perceptions of student behavior, whether that bias has any
effect on student performance remains to be tested. Can it
be said, for example, that students who have the same
general outlook toward academic behavior as the faculty are
the ones who wi^l most likely persevere and succeed? One
way to compare the behavioral preferences of the students
to the faculty's preferences for student behavior is to
compare the rank ordering of their SPS scale scores. For
instance, assume that the faculty is group number one and
any one of the student groups is group number two, and they
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rank ordered the SPS scales as follows:
Group 1
1 ) Academic
2) Vocational
3) Social Development
4) Instrumental Collegiate
5) Social Collegiate
6) Intellectual
7) Ritualistic
8) Consummatory Collegiate
Group 2
Consummatory Collegiate
Social Collegiate
Social Development
Instrumental Collegiate
Ritualistic
Intellectual
Vocational
Academic
It is obvious that group 1 places the highest value
on scholastic behaviors and the lowest value on Consummatory
Collegiate behaviors while group 2, having a totally
different concept of college life, rank orders the variables
in contrary order. Although the group differences in this
example are apparent, it is unlikely that in a real testing
situation the differences between groups would be so obvious.
When group differences are more subtle, as is usually the ca
case, slight shifts in ranking can only be detected through
the use of precise statistical techniques.
The statistical procedure employed in this study
for comparing the slopes of two profiles, and thereby the
rank ordering of two sets of variables, as described in
Morrison (1967, .pp. 141-148), makes it possible to determine
whether two profile slopes are statistically equivalent,
and therefore, whether two sets of variables have been
ranked in statistically equivalent orders.
The second statistical procedure, applicable for
testing profile levels, and described by Morrison (1967),
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tests the overall levels of the responses In each group,
and Is only performed If the slopes of the profiles are
equivalent. If both the slopes and levels of two profiles
are similar, the overall response patterns as represented by
the profiles are considered to be equivalent.
Although the tests offered by Morrison are useful
in determining If two groups have overall similarity across
all variables, they do not provide any Information on how
the groups compare on each separate scale. For this com-
parison of group scores on each scale, a multivariate
analysis was performed between the faculty and the students
In each achievement level. By producing univariate F ratios
for each set of scale scores and the coefficients of the
discriminant function, the analysis should reveal the scales
that can best describe the differences between two groups.
The results follow.
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rnfrtructors vs Strong; Perslsto-ra
Profile slopes.are equlvalen^ (Figure 3, p. 119)
Profile levels are not equivalent (Figure 3)p = 13.54 p <# oi
The multivariate F ratio (Table 9 noverall difference between the two groups
P
P = 2.18 p <.029
118) reveals an
?oiiS2E\‘S2; 9) show slgnlfloaQt
Instrumental Collegiate
Intellectual
Consummatory Collegiate
F = 7.53
P = 10.33
P = 4.39
P < .01
P < .01
P < .03
The Instructors and Strong Persistors have the same
attitudes toward the academic and vocational behaviors but
they differ on the Intellectual scale and on two of the
scales that deal with social behavior.
Instructors vs Marginal Persistors
Profile slopes are equivalent (Figure 4, p. 121)
F = 1.47 p <.18
Profile levels are equivalent (Figure 4)
P = 1.24 p < .265
The multivariate P ratio (Table 10, p. 120) reveals an
overall similarity between the groups.
P = 1.75 p <.09
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The single univariate
Intellectual scale (Table 10)
F = 6.15 p
difference
<.05
appears on the
Instructors and Marginal Perslstors show a strong
similarity in their general perceptions of acceptable student
behavior. The univariate difference on the Intellectual
scale is not great enough to affect this overall similarity.
Instructors vs Voluntary Dropouts
Profile slopes are not equivalent (Figure 5. p. 123)
F = 3.76 p <.01
'
Test of levels omitted because of dissimilarity of
slopes.
The multivariate F ratio (Table 11, p. 122) reveals
an overall difference between the two groups.
F = 6.11 p <.0001
The univariate F ratio shows differences on 7 of
8 scales (Table 11):
Academic F — 8.05 p <.01
Vocational F - 5.85 P < .05
Instrumental Collegiate F - 21.66 p <.01
Social Collegiate F = 8.07 p < .01
Intellectual F = 19.22 p < .01
Ritualistic F = 9.83 p <.01
Consummatory Collegiate F 20.31 p <.01
The Voluntary Dropouts do not place the same high
emphasis on Academic and Vocational behavior as their
instructors. The general view of both groups on the social
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aspscts of college life are also dissimilar as evidenced by
the differences on three of the four socially oriented scales.
In addition, differences appear in their outlooks on
Intellectual and Ritualistic behavior.
Instructors vs Academic Dropouts
Profile slopes are not equivalent (Figure 6. p. 125)
F = 13.12 p < .01
Test of levels omitted because of dissimilarity of
slopes.
The multivariate F ratio (Table 12, p. 124) reveals an
overall difference between the two groups.
F = 16.48 p <.0001
Significant univariate differences exist on six of the
eight scales:
Academic F = 76.19 P <.oi
Vocational F = 26.92 P <.oi
Instrumental Collegiate F - 26.71 P <.oi
Social Collegiate F ~ 9.24 P < .05
Intellectual F — 72.52 P < .01
Ritualistic F — 19.25 P < .01
The Instructors and Academic Dropouts have dissimilar
e
views of behavior listed on the Academic, Social, and Voca-
tional scales. Since they differ on six of the eight SPS
scales, it is reasonable to assume that there is significant
divergence in their overall views of acceptable collegiate
behavior
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TABLE 9
MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OP SPS SCORES popINSTRUCTORS AND STRONG PERSISTORS
SPS Scales
Instrs.
N=38
X
SP
N=91
~X
Univar
.
P
Discrira.
Function
Coeff
.
Social
Collegiate
27.42 24.35 3.30
.304
Ritualistic 26.74 22.82 1.62
.059
Social
Development
31.40 30.34 2.53 00n-0•1
Vocational 33.05 29.24 2.64
-.178
Academic 33.66 28.20 3.72 -.194
Instrumental
Collegiate
28.87 22.92 7.53**
-.419
Consummatory
Collegiate
24.00 21.12 4
. 39* -.456
Intellectual
e
27.11 17.77 10.33** -.614
Multivariate F ratio 2.18 P < .'029
•
* P < .05
** p< .01
Scores
r>
—
—
.
—
,—_
—
ACD VOC SD 10 SO
SPS Scales
Figure 3 SPS. Profile - Instructors and Strong Persist
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TABLE 10
MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OP SPS SCORES edrINSTRUCTORS AND MARGINAL PERSISTORS
SPS Scales
Instrs
.
N=38
X
MP
N=32
X
Unlvar
.
P
Discrlm.
Function
Coeff
.
Academic 33-66 29.23
.05
.50
Social
Development
31.40 31.50 .74 .42
Social
Collegiate
27.42 25.33 .01
.25
Consummatory
Collegiate
24.00 22.63 .06 ONo•
Instrumental
Collegiate
28.87 24.47 .01
.05
Ritualistic 26.74 22.47 2.28
-.31
Vocational 33.05 29.27 1.47 -.52
Intellectual 27.11 17.77 6.15* i • CO CO
Multivariate F ratio 1.75 P <.09
* P< .05
121
Scores
SPS Scales
Figure 4 SPS Profile - Instructors and Marginal Persistors
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TABLE 11
multiple discriminant analysis op sps scores
INSTRUCTORS AND VOLUNTARY DROPOUTS
FOR
SPS Scales
Instrs
.
N=38
X
VDO
N=64
X
Univar
.
F
Discrim.
Function
Coeff
.
Social
Collegiate
27.42 24.20 8.07**
.31
Social
Development
31.40 30.64 • 00 ro .13
Ritualistic 26.74 22.48 9.83** i
. o
Vocational 33.05 29.31 5.85* -.18
Academic 33.66 28.10 8.05** -.22
Instrumental
Collegiate
28.87 22.53 21.66** 0-3-•1
Intellectual 27.11 18.17 19.22** -.51
Consummatory
Collegiate 24.00 20.31 20.31** - • 60
Multivariate F ratio 6.11 p < .0001
* P<.05
** p < .01
Scores
35"
123
SPS Scales
i
Figure 5 SPS Profile - Instructors and Voluntary Dropouts
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TABLE 12
MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OP SPS SCORES FORINSTRUCTORS AND ACADEMIC DROPOUTS
SPS Scales
Instrs.
N=38
X
ADO
N=49
X
Univar
.
P
Discrim.
Function
Coef f
.
Social
Development
31.40 30.99 .40
.32
Social
Collegiate
27.42 24.90 9.24*
.05
Consummatory
Collegiate 24.00 23.86 .02
.03
Ritualistic 26.74 22.90 19.25** CD0•1
Vocational 33.05 28.98 26
. 92** -.12
Instrumental
Collegiate
28.87 23.80 26.71** -.26
Academic 33.66 26.80 76 . 19** -.54
Intellectual 27.11 17.76 72.52** 00LO.1
Multivariate P ratio 16,48 P < .0001
* P <.05
** p < .01
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Scores
35 ~\
—
\
r—
ACD VOC
i
i
1 i
SD 10 SC INT RIT 00
SPS Scales
Figure 6 SPS Profile - Instructors and Academic Dropouts
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DISCUSSION
The comparison of the composite SPS profiles of
faculty and student shows that the slopes of the SPS profiles
for Strong and Marginal Persistors is similar to that of the
faculty while the slopes for the Voluntary and Academic
Dropouts differ significantly from that of the faculty.
The equivalent slopes for instructors and both
persistor groups means that all three of these groups rank
ordered the variables the same way and, consequently, placed
the same relative value on each of the activities listed by
the SPS. All regard behaviors directed toward vocational
development and academic success to be the most important in
the students' concept of college life while least important
in their ranking of values were those behaviors associated
with involvement in the social aspects of college life,
especially those not connected with the school in any way.
By contrast, both dropout groups rated academic achievement
and vocational pursuits significantly lower in importance
than did their teachers. The dropouts, therefore, are
probably less driven to achieve in class or to develop a
technical skill.
While there are differences between the instructors
and the student groups on some of the other SPS scales, the
preoooupation of this discussion is with the academic and
vocational scales because these are the only significant
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scales that measure student-teacher Interactions and their
possible effect on student performance. The attitudes meas-
ured by these two scales are important because they reflect
behavior that takes place inside the classroom where student
and teacher Interact and where the teacher’s expectations
of student behavior materialize.
Inherent in the classroom atmosphere Itself is a
high faculty preference for academic excellence from students.
After all, the mark of a good student is a good mark.
Students whose relative academic performance is high,
therefore, should have much more positive relationships with
their instructors than those students who are academically
deficient. When students come to class interested in the
material and prepared to offer some feedback, the teacher is
gratified by that behavior and relates positively to it.
When students come to class unprepared and unresponsive,
they are not living up to faculty expectations; the resultant
student-teacher relationship is characteristically more
negative than positive. If a negative attitude persists,
the students may get discouraged, thus reinforcing their
original distaste for studies, and greatly enhancing their
chances for failure. It is logical to assume, then, that
the relationship between teacher and student will be
characterized by favorable interpersonal contacts with
students having strong academic orientations and by possible
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rejection (conscious or subconscious) of those students whose
interest and response level corresponds to their low academic
level.
The vocational scale is significant for this study
because of the technical-vocational nature of the H.S.T.C
itself. Like the academic interest, the vocational interest
of the student also surfaces within the classroom where it
manifests itself as motivation to master the academic
subjects that relate to the chosen vocational fields.
Outside of class, the mutual interest of teachers and
students in a scientific field becomes the catalyst for
extensive discussions about job opportunities, career
development, and future educational plans.
Obviously, the vocational and academic attitudes
feed on each other. If the student is not interested in the
vocational career or the academic pursuit of it, a counter
productive cycle may take place in which the student either
doesn't like or is uninterested in the material and finds
it difficult to study; because he is unable to study the
material, he cannot master it to any level of satisfaction.
Conversely, students who are eager to receive occupational
training in an academic environment will inevitably exhibit
a higher level of persistance than students with weak
vocational interests (Slater
,
i960).
It can be presumed, then, that the differences in the
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attitudes that each of the student groups has toward academic
and vocational behaviors may account for their differences in
academic performance. Slater (i960), for instance, found
that vocational ambition appears to have a strong correlation
with academic persistance while Brown and Holtzman (1955)
discovered that academic attitudes contribute significantly
to an explanation of academic performance. The consensus of
the three studies is that it is extremely important that the
student have a positive attitude toward the academic and
vocational aspects of his education.. Further, because they
form the foundation for student-teacher interactions, the
‘V *
;
*
*: '•**'
vocational and academic interest can be regarded ag'a key
ingredient in good student-teacher relationships.
The overall implication of the comparison of SPS
profiles for students and teachers suggests that students
who enter H.S.T.O fully expecting to apply themselves to
mastering the academic work load are the ones most likely
to exhibit the forms of behavior that appeal to the faculty;
they are also the ones most likely to succeed in school. If,
in addition to the pre-acceptance of the academic work load,
the students have a desire to extend their interests beyond
the confines of the classroom they will find instructors
who are receptive to student-teacher participation in
discussions that center upon a mutually shared interest in
a technical field. Students who do not have high academic
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and vocational Interests find no common ground for building a
relationship with their instructors and are, therefore, at a
severe disadvantage in terms of adjusting to the school
environment. The probable outcome of such a resistive school
atmosphere is a low level of academic performance and
eventual termination of studies.
Analysis of Student Differences
The results of the comparative data into the rela-
tionship between student-faculty personality differences and
academic performance appear to confirm the hypothesis that
attitudinal differences (as measured by the SPS) may play
an important part in the overall academic success or fail-
ure of a student. The comparative analysis of faculty-
student profiles used the faculty as the reference for the
environment and tested to see if the students relate to
that environment. Although it is an unorthodox method of
comparison, it was undertaken as a potentially more sensi-
tive way to uncover differences in student attitudes by
comparing each student group separately to the faculty.
©
This approach is based on the assumption that the faculty
creates the environment and it is the students who must
relate to it.
The standard procedure for looking at student
differences is to look at the students themselves in order
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to uncover strong and weak points that can eventually be
related to academic achievement levels. With the faculty
profile removed, the focus of the analysis is fixed on only
the student differences, and isolates the characteristics
on which they differ that correlate with success or failure.
By doing both a student-faculty comparison and a student-
student comparison, and by comparing the results of both,
it is possible to determine the extent of the faculty Impact
on the environment and to resolve which method best. isolates
those parameters associated with success or failure in
school.
Multivariate Analysis of Variance Across All Groups
The multivariate analysis of variance is used to
determine whether any overall difference in SPS scores exists
across the four levels of student achievement. In addition
to generating a multivariate P ratio, this technique also
produces a univariate P ratio for each individual SPS scale.
When students are separated by achievement level, these
univariate P ratios should reveal the existence of any
c
differences among their academic achievement levels on each
individual SPS scale. They do, in fact, measure the ability
of each scale to detect differences in academic achievement.
The results of the multivariate analysis of variance
across achievement levels (Table 13, p. 132) are as follows:
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TABLE 13
ANALYSIS OP SPS SCORES COMPARED BY
STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL
• SPS Scale SP MP VDO ADO Univ.
P
Discr
.
Punct
Coef f
Consumma. X 21 .12 22.63 20.31 23.85
Collegiate S 5 .26 4.86 4.78 3.90 6.61** .93
Social X 30 .34 31.50 30.64 30.93
Develop. S 3 .27 2.58 3.93
.
2.96 .96 .35
Instrum. X 22 .93 24.46 22.53 23.79
Collegiate S 4 .45 4.55 4.96 4.65 1.05 .15
Intellect. X 17 .76 17.76 18.17 17.75
.30 .07S 4 .87 4.91 5.39 5.28
Vocational X 29 .24 29.26 29.31 28.97
.11s 3 .83 3.22 3.85 4.07 .01
Ritualistic X 22 .82 22.46 22.48 22.89
.17
s 3 .77 3.49 4.43 4.15 -.03
Academic X 28 .19 29.23 28.09 26.79
2.70* -.37
s
c
3 .43 3.04 4.14 4.55
Social X 24 .35 25.30 24.20 24.89 •zQ
Collegiate s 3 .79 4.06 4.17 3.27
• o7 -.30
Multivariate P ratio 1.44 p < .07
* P< .05
** p < .01
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Multivariate test: a significant difference An qpc:scores exists among the levels!
amerenc i SPS
P = 1.44 p < .07
,,
Univariate tests: significant differences exist amongthe groups on the following scales: g
Academic P = 2.70 p <.05Oonsummatory Collegiate P = 6.61 p <.01
The positive discriminant function coefficient on the
Oonsummatory Collegiate scale (.93) and the negative coeffi-
cient on the Academic scale (-.37) infer that these scales
are detecting one attitudinal differerence that contributes
to scholastic success (Academic) and one that reduces the
chance of scholastic success (Oonsummatory Collegiate).
Successful students usually have a high preference for
academic activities and a low preference for Oonsummatory
Collegiate activities.
DISCUSSION
The results of the multivariate analysis of variance
adds another link in the chain that connects academic and
social activities to success. A strong orientation toward
and an acceptance of academic tasks appears to be the
essential ingredient in the formula for success. Evidence
for this comes not only from the multivariate analysis of
SPS scores but also from the significant positive correla-
tions of SPS academic scores with four measures of student
achievement: Academic scores vs GPA for all courses,
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r = .24; Academic scores vj GPA technical courses, r = .21;
Academic scores vs GPA Liberal Arts courses, r =
.23; and
Academic scores vs GPA math courses, r = .21 (Appendix A,
Table B).
Prom all appearances, success in school is dependent
upon the acceptance of certain academic tasks and perhaps
equally dependent upon a rejection of, or at least a neutral
attitude toward, certain social behaviors. The importance
of student attitudes toward certain social aspects of college
life emerges from the scores on the Consummatory Collegiate
scale. In addition to detecting differences among student
achievement levels, these scores dis play a negative
correlation with four measures of academic achievement:
Consummatory Collegiate vs GPA for all courses, r = -.13;
Consummatory Collegiate vs GPA for technical courses,
r =
-.07; Consummatory Collegiate vs GPA for Liberal Arts
courses, r = -.09; and Consummatory Collegiate vs GPA for
math courses, r = -.12 (Appendix A, Table B). Even though
these negative correlations do not meet the .03 level of
significance, they do show a decided tendency toward a
negative relationship between a preference for Consummatory
Collegiate activities and scholastic performance.
One possible explanation for the negative relation-
ship between the variables is that high Consummatory Collegiate
scores are associated with a personality type that is passive,
pleasure seeking, and lacking in definite personal goals.
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Savicki et al. (1970), using the SPS as his testing instru-
ment, found this same negative correlation between the
Consummatory Collegiate scale and predicted achievement.
He hypothesized that the negative connection between the
variables is due to the tendency of poor students to view
college as an end in itself, and not as preparation for an
occupation or as an opportunity for personal development.
In sum, the analysis of variance revealed that
differing attitudes toward the activities of the SPS prevail
by achievement level. The strongest delineators of academic
achievement appear to be the Academic Scale, which correlates
positively with success, and the Consummatory Collegiate
scale, which correlates negatively with success. Therefcre,
the most successful students have high Academic scores and
low Consummatory Collegiate scores.
Test for Differences Between Achievement Levels
To investigate the relationship between the SPS
measures of student attitudes and academic success, a series
of multivariate analyses were performed on the students in
four different academic achievement levels. The multivariate
analysis of variance was performed between each of the
following pairs of groups: Strong Persistors vs Marginal
Persistors, Voluntary Dropouts, and Academic Dropouts; and
Marginal Persistors vs Voluntary Dropouts, and Academic
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Dropouts
.
Prom the information accumulated with the multivariate
analyses, it was possible to determine if a significant diff-
erence exists between pairs of groups on a multivariate basis
(all SPS scales combined) and on a univariate basis (each
SPS scale tested separately). The data were then analyzed
to determine which attltudinal differences show the greatest
impact on student performance. The results follow.
Strong Perslstors vs Marginal Perslstors
No overall multivariate difference exists between
the two groups (Table 14, p. 138).
P = 1.23 p <.24
No significant univariate differences (Table 14).
Both groups have similar attitudes toward all aspects
of community college life as measured by the SPS scores.
Strong Perslstors vs Voluntary Dropouts
No overall multivariate difference exists between
the two groups (Table 15, p. 139).
P = .78 p <.62
One significant univariate difference appeared on
the Consummatory Collegiate scale (Table 15).
P = 5.89 P <.05
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The lack of an overall difference on the multivariate
•test Indicates that, despite the difference on one scale, both
groups have the same general attitudes toward academic work,
vocational development, and college social life.
—tPQflg Perslstors vs Academic Dropouts
the two Sr“pS
1
(?rtlJ
a
i6!
m
^
8
iio)!'
dlfferenoe exlsts between
F = 1*97 p< .05
The univariate P ratio shows significant differences
on two scales (Table 16).
Academic p = 4.22 p< .05Consummatory Collegiate P = 10.25 p< .01
The Academic Dropouts have less regard for academic
work and a stronger orientation toward social life than the
Strong Persistors.
Marginal Perslstors vs Voluntary Dropouts
No overall multivariate difference exists between
the two groups (Table 17, p. 141).
P = 1.51 p <.16
c
Although there is a univariate difference between
the groups on the Consummatory Collegiate scale—F = 4.76
p <.05--it is not great enough to effect the overall
similarity of the two groups (Table 17).
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TABLE 14
msorimihiht analysis OP SPS SCORES forSTRONG PERSISTORS AND MARGINAL PERSISTORS
SPS Scales
SP
N=91
X
MP
N=32
X
Univar
,
P
DiscrIm.
Function
Coeff
.
Vocational 29.24 29.27 .01
.44
Intellectual 17.77 17.77 .02 00
.
Ritualistic 22.82 22.47 .12 00OJ
•
Social
Collegiate
24.35 25^30 1.33 -.08
Consummatory
Collegiate
21.12 22.63 1.38 i
.
V>J
o\
Social
Development
30.34 31.30 ro • oo -.36
Instrumental
Collegiate
22.92
•
24.47 2.56 -.36
Academic 28.20 29.23 3.49 CO.1
Multivariate P ratio 1,23 P <.247
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TABLE 15
multiple discriminant analysis OP SPS SCGRFS forSTRONG PERSISTORS AND VOLUNTARY DROPOUTS
SPS Scales
SP
N=91
X
VDO
N=64
X
Univar
.
P
Discrim.
Function
Coeff
.
Consuramatory
Collegiate
21.12 20.31 5.89*
.94
Instrumental
Collegiate
22.92 22.53
.99 .22
Social
Development
30.34 39.64 .03 .07
Ritualistic 22.82 22.48
.37 .07
Vocational 29.24 29.31 .08 .02
Academic 28.20 28.10 .44 -.11
Intellectual 17.77 18.17 .28 -.17
Social
Collegiate
•
24.35 24.20 .34 -.28
Multivariate P ratio .78 P < .62
* P <.05
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TABLE 16
MULT
iSi'5 DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS op sps scores forSTRONG PERSISTORS AND ACADEMIC DROPOUTS
SPS Scales
SP
N=91
X
ADO
N=49
X
Univar
.
F
Discrim.
Function
Coeff
.
Oonsummatory
Collegiate
21.12 23.86 10.25**
.82
Social
Development
50.34 30.94 1.03 .42
Instrumental
Collegiate
22.92 23.80 1.12
.19
Vocational 29.24 28.98 .15 .14
Intellectual 17.77 17.76 .01 .10
Ritualistic 22.82 22.90 .01 -.03
Social
Collegiate
24.35 24.90 .65 -.41
Academic 28.20 26.80 4.22* -.57
Multivariate F ratio 1.97 P< .05
* P < .05
** p< .01
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TABLE 17
MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OP SPS SCORES FORMARGINAL PERSISTORS AND VOLUNTARY DROPOUTS
SPS Scales
MP
N=32
X
VDO
N=49
X
Univar
.
P
Discrim.
Function
Coeff
.
Intellectual 17.77 18.17 .12
.33
Vocational 29.27 29.31 .01
.32
Ritualistic 22.47 22.48 .01 .22
Social
Collegiate
25.30 24.20 1.43 .20
Social
Development
31.50 30.64 1.19 -.44
Instrumental
Collegiate
24.47 22.53 3.27 -.50
Consummatory
Collegiate
22.63 20.31 4.76* -.65
Academic 29.23 28.10 1.81 1
. 0
Multivariate P ratio 1.51 ' p <.16
* P < .05
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TABLE 18
MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OP SPS SCORES FOR
marginal persistors and academic dropouts
SPS Scales
MP
N=30
X
ADO
N=49
X
Univar.
P
Dlscrlm.
Function
Coeff
.
Intellectual 17.77 17.76 .01 .74
Consummatory
Collegiate
22.63 23.86 1.51 .54
Vocational 29.27 28.98 .12 .40
Instrumental
Collegiate
24.47 23.80 .40 .28
Ritualistic 22.47 22.90 • ro 04 .18
Social
Development
31.50 30.10 .74 -.15
Social
Collegiate
25.30 24.90 .23 -.82
Academic 29.23 26.80 6.73* -.10
Multivariate P ratio 1. 64 p < .13
•** P < .05
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Marginal- Persistors vs Academic Dropouts
No significant multivariate
the groups (Table 18, p. 142).
F = 1.64 p <.i3
difference exists between
The univariate difference on the Academic scale—
F = 6.73 p <.05—reveals that the Marginal Persistors
have stronger interests in academic activities than do the
Academic Dropouts.
DISCUSSION
The data obtained from the five analyses of paired
student groups reveal that the only overall multivariate
d-lff^snce surfaced between the lowest academic dropout
group (ADO) and the highest persistor group (SP). No
other overall student differences were significant enough
to be discernible. By contrast, the student-faculty
profile analysis conducted earlier was able to expose
differences between the faculty and both of the dropout
groups. Because of its seemingly more discriminating ability,
the student-faculty profile analysis holds promise of being
a more sensitive device for isolating potential dropouts
than the student to student comparisons.
The two scales on which significant differences
were detected for the Strong Persistors and Academic Drop-
outs are the Academic and Consummatory Collegiate scales.
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The high Academic scores of the Strong Persistors and the
low scores of the Academic Dropouts make obvious the fact
that both groups have almost diametrically opposed value
scales when academic activities are involved. The Strong
Persistors, who have a high regard for academic activities,
usually experience a high degree of academic success.
Conversely, the Academic Dropouts, who place little value
on study and class preparation and who are not scholastic-
ally motivated, earn grades tha+ are too low to rank them
as academically successful.
This strong link between academic attitudes and
achievement was also uncovered in the Stanfield and Schumer
research work (1967). In a study of student role orienta-
tions, they found that scores on three of the SPS scales
—
Vocational, Intellectual, and Academic—correlated in a
positive direction with predicted scholastic performance.
Prom Savicki (1968), who used the SPS to distinguish
differences between various classifications of persistors
and dropouts, came the verification that students who did
well in college usually displayed a high degree of dedication
to academic achievement and that this dedication to achieve-
ment was reflected in high scores on the Academic scale
of the SPS.
The second SPS scale on which the Academic Dropouts
and the Strong Persistors differed significantly is the
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Consummatory Collegiate, with the Strong Perslstors scoring
low and the Academic Dropouts scoring high. High scores on
this scale, which appear to be negatively correlated with
academic success (Appendix A, Table B), are an Indication
of a student preference for pleasurable, non-productive
activities. Students with an orientation toward this type
of behavior appear to be handicapped In terms of their
ability to make passing grades.
The Savicki et al. (1970) study is able to corrob-
orate this finding as well. They discovered from their
study with the SPS that the fraternity-sorority scale of
the original SPS had the highest negative correlation of
all the scales with potential academic success while the
Consummatory Collegiate scale had the second highest
negative correlation with potential success. In this
research, the Consummatory Collegiate scale was found to be
the strongest negative correlator with academic success.
A possible reason for the Consummatory Collegiate scale
shifting from second to first place between the studies is
that the fraternity-sorority scale, which comes first in
the Savicki et al. study, was altered in this work to reflect
community college life rather than Greek life. The altering
of the scale could account for the different position of the
Consummatory Collegiate correlations in each study.
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The Consummately Collegiate scale Is one of the four
scales of the SPS which defines social behavior and social
attitudes. When the students are compared to the faculty,
these social scales are not too important because the faculty
is not particularly involved in student social activities.
When the students are compared to each other, however, these
social scales become very important because they represent
behaviors that have to be balanced with academic interests
if the student is to achieve scholastic success. If
students overemphasize the social aspects of college life,
they are easily distracted from their academic work and more
inclined toward poor academic performance. Socially oriented
students, therefore, run a high risk of being poor academic
achievers in a technical college. Giving more weight to
social rather than academic pursuits, they are likely to
fail academically because of their inability to strike a
suitable balance between the need to achieve and the desire
to socialize.
As to the successful student, the SPS profile of
his scholastic orientation suggests that he enters school
with the strong expectation of working to achieve grades
and with little interest in participating in social activities
that are not school related and purely hedonistic in nature.
His primary purpose for attending school, and for which he
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is fully prepared to work, Is to acquire the knowledge he
needs to enter a chosen occupation. Although he has some
Interest in meeting and learning about people, his interest
does not extend to the participation in behaviors that are
time wasting and non-productive.
Summary of SPS Findings
The H.S.T.O socio—educational environment that
emerges from an analysis of instructor and student SPS scores
reveals a decided bias toward academic and vocational develop-
ment with little emphasis on extra curricula and social
activities. Accepting the hypothesis that the creation of
a college environment occurs through a mutual attraction of
individuals with similar personality orientations (Trow,
I960), the H.S.T.O environment is molded largely from the
values and attitudes of the instructors as they are combined
with the similar attitudes of the persisting students. The
strongest student impact on the environment comes from the
personalities of the persistor groups because these students
have a numerical superiority over the dropouts and because
they are the two groups who identify with and consequently
reinforce the values of the faculty.
Prom the data gathered across all SPS scales and
for all student groups, it is a postulate of this investiga-
tion that the Strong and Marginal Persistors enter H.S.T.O
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fully expecting to devote their time and energy to academic
tasks and to learning about their chosen vocations. Their
strong Interest in these areas coincides with those of the
faculty and provides a common ground for a constructive
student-teacher relationship. This relationship, in turn,
creates an environment in which the instructor finds little
iculty responding to academically astute and vocationally
oriented students. The similarities between the instructors
and the two groups of persistors thus feed on each other and
sustain a favorable environment for them that fosters
academic growth.
By contrast, the Academic Dropouts are a smaller
percentage of the student body and, judging by their SPS
scores, are removed from the value structure established by
the instructors and persistors. Neither the Academic nor
the Voluntary Dropouts reach the same high level of
academic and vocational interests as the persistors do and
are, in a sense, locked out of the environment that they
must relate to positively if they are to succeed.
Academically, the Marginal Persistors and the Academic
Dropouts show no perceivable differences in their scholastic
ability as measured by the EPSAT. It can be assumed, then,
that given two student groups of equal academic ability,
the differences in their achievement levels is probably
related to the differences in their vocational and academic
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attitudes
.
As they differ significantly on the Academic and
Vocational scales, so do the Persistors and Academic Drop-
outs differ as well on the social scales. While the
Persistors showed little if any interest in the activities
associated with the Consummatory Collegiate scale, the
Academic Dropouts scored higher on this scale than any of
the other groups. That the Academic Dropouts appear to have
a more pleasure-seeking view of college life than the per-
sistors is evidenced by their higher desire for pleasurable
experiences and their weaker interest in applying themselves
to meeting the academic requirements of the school.
Essentially, the Academic Dropout finds himself in
a socio-educational environment where he cannot match the
acceptable standards of academic and vocational behavior and
where his desire for enjoyable social experiences is out of
phase with the expectations of the faculty and the desires of
his peers. His difficulty in relating to this environment
appears to affect his grades and eventually forces him to
leave school.
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Holland Vocational Preference Inventory
The procedure used for analysing the impact of student
and faculty personality traits on academic achievement
follows the same style and form as that used to investigate
the attitudinal preferences on the SPS scales. For the
HVPI data, the composite faculty personality is first
derived and then used as the reference for comparing student
personality traits through Morrison's statistical technique
of profile analysis. The student—teacher comparisons are
important because they are able to reveal any similarities
between the faculty and each Individual group of students
and can reveal whether or not those similarities (or diff-
erences) are related to student achievement.
The Faculty Personality Profile
The construction of a composite faculty personality
profile is the necessary first step in the HVPI investiga-
tion because of the underlying assumption in this study that
the degree of difference between students and faculty is
related to the level of success the student is able to
experience. The HVPI data, presented in Table 19 (p. 151)
and graphically illustrated in Figure 7 (p« 160) shows a wide
variation in scores between the highest rated scales and the
lowest rated scales (3-1 margin). Although there are eleven
scales in the Holland Inventory, only the highest, which
TABLE 19
HVPI SCORES FOR ALL GROUPS
HVPI Scale Instrs
.
SP MP VDO ADO
Realistic X 4.52 4.97 4.80 5.50 5.63
S 3.35 3.35 3.36 3.55 3.38
Intellect
.
X 7.65 4.58 3.43 4.23 4.73
S 3.95 3.97 3.45 3.69 3.96
Social X 2.76 1.80 1.63 2.18 2.42
S 3.42 2.76 2.10 2.69 3.34
Conven. X 2.29 2.02 1.70 2.53 2.59
S 2.85 2.49 2.18 2.84 2.73
Enterpr
.
X 2.73 2.26 2.26 2.90 3.59
s 3.14 2.64 2.66 2.68 3.58
Artistic X 4.08 2.80 2.40 2.70 3.12
s 4.65 3.52 3.56 3.23 2.97
Self X 9.02 8.48 7.73 8.14 7.93
Control s 4.87 3.64 3.93 3.74 4.03
Masc. X 7.42 9.20 8.46 9.20 9.08
s 2.21 1.95 2.01 1.89 1.70
Status X 6.42 6.03 5.63 5.96 6.34
s 3.15 2.30 2.72 2.85 2.35
Infreq. X 4.81 5.79 5.80 5.48 6.53
s 2.75 2.56 2.88 2.42 2.46
Acquiesc. X 9.94 8.23 8.33 9.25 9.44
s 5.49 4.53 4.34 4.81 5.02
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represent strong faculty characteristics, and the lowest,
which represent weak faculty characteristics, are used to
construct the faculty personality profile. The legitimacy
for using only the extreme scores assumes that the pre-
dominant traits maintained by an individual are manifested
through high and low scores and so lend themselves to a more
accurate Interpretation of the profile than do those scores
which are found in the midrange, and from which interpreta-
tions are doubtful at best.
The slope of the curve on which the faculty person-
ality traits are plotted (Figure 7, p. 160) reveals at least
three traits ranked at the high end and three traits ranked
at the low end of the eleven scale inventory. The three
traits ranked high, and therefore representing strong
faculty characteristics, are, in descending order, from
the Self Control, Intellectual, and Masculinity scales. The
three traits ranked low, and therefore representing weak
faculty characteristics, are, in descending order, from the
Social, Enterprising, and Conventional scales. These six
traits represent the composite characteristics from which
the faculty personality profile is constructed and analyzed.
Before they can be used to profile the faculty personality,
however, each of these traits should be explained and in-
terpreted as Holland defined their meaning and implications
when he originated the vocational inventory (Holland, 1970).
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High Faculty Score
impuiseaKa^ of
P rslstent, not leaders. They avoid Interpersonal conflicts.
theorv J'? concerned with science, math and
_
y* Reflects individuals who prefer to think through
a
S
t
?
ut Problems * Indicates bright, scholarlyndividuals who have high educational aspirations.
InvprvMtro
h sc °rers are high in science and math ability,i entive, precise, independent, shy, curious, and quiet.
f mn Yr^
Culini ^^r
. 7 high scorers indicate frequent choices
by males^^
n° 0CCUPab I°ns » i«e., choices commonly preferred
High scorers are masculine, unsocial, hardheaded,
and have technical as well as athletic competencies.
Low Faculty Score
Sp,cial “ high scorers have high social interests,
and are insightful in Interpersonal relationships. They
prefer to solve problems by feeling rather than thinking.
High scorers are sociable, persuasive, feminine,
dominant, insightful, conservative, idealistic, enthusiastic,
and high in educational and social competencies.
Enterprising - high scorers have a need for power
and ambiguous verbal tasks rather than structured activity.
They have a strong desire to achieve high status and regard
their verbal and persuasive skills as their greatest asset.
High scorers are dominant, sociable, cheerful, good
leaders, persuasive, and popular.
Conventional - high scorers are concerned with the
assimilation of money, power, and status. They are agressive,
and prefer leadership to subordinate roles.
High scorers are controlled, defensive, Inflexible,
and high in clerical and business Interests.
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Condensing the interpretation of the high scoring
soaies first, the faculty profile, as defined by the per-
sonality traits of the HVK, emerges as follows!
A* a group, the H.S.T.O faculty has an understandable
Interest in the scientific field and in the enduring, per-
sistent, practical and conscientious attitudes that can be
regarded as prerequisites for success in that field. They
have a scientific nature that lends itself to thinking
through rather than acting out problems. They are cautious,
reserved, and Introspective-characteristics usually
associated with the popular concept of a scholarly scientist.
Complementing their scientific and scholarly traits is an
aversion for close interpersonal relationships and for
positions of leadership in social, business, or political
groups
. In addition to this lack of interpersonal skills
and avoidance of Interpersonal relationships are personality
traits characteristically shy, introspective, unsociable,
insensitive
,
and insecure.
The low scoring scales of the HVPI tend to support
the personality profile of the faculty as revealed from the
high scoring scales. Once again, there is the same lack of
Interpersonal skills and the same lack of Insight into the
problems of others. Besides a low level of social interest,
the faculty appears to have little need for power, money, or
the status that goes with social or business positions.
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Their low aerations for leadership positions coincides
with a preference for working at well structured scientific
tasks In which they assume subordinate rather than leader-
ship roles.
Since there are no major contradictions In the
interpretations of the high and low scales, it can be assumed
that the HVP1 has successfully separated the dominant per-
sonality traits of the faculty as reflected in the H.S.T.C
faculty profile.
Faculty-Student Conformance
The reason for making comparisons of the composite
faculty profile with that of the composite profiles of
students in each of the four achievement levels is to test
the hypothesis that differences in their personality traits
(student and faculty) influence student achievement.
The method used to compare the slopes of the HVPI
profiles of the faculty and students is identical to that
used in making the SPS profile comparisons. The personality
traits of the faculty are rank ordered from their strongest
to their weakest and then statistically compared to the
rank ordered personality traits of the four student groups.
If a statistical equivalency exists between the profile
slopes, a second statistical test for equivalency of levels
is necessary to uncover any significant differences in the
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average HVPI scores of both groups. The final statistical
procedure requires the use of a multivariate analysis of
variance In order to pinpoint and isolate the exact traits
on which the groups under study differ and to test for the
overall equivalency of scores between them. The multivariate
test yields one multivariate F ratio that describes the
extent of the overall differences between the groups and
eleven univariate F ratios that describe the extent of
their similarities cn each individual HVPI scale. The
following information on the student-faculty scores is a
condensed version of the data taken from these analyses.
Instructors vs Strong; Perslstors
Profile slopes are equivalent (Figure 7, p. 160)
F = 1.03 p <.41
Profile levels are equivalent (Figure 7)
F = 1.14 p < .28
The multivariate F ratio (Table 20, p. 159) reveals
no overall differences between the groups.
F = 1.06 p <.39
A significant univariate difference appeared on the
Masculinity scale (Table 20).
F = 4.06 p <.39
Both groups have an overall similarity on the per-
sonality traits measured by the HVPI.
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Instructors vs Marginal Perslat.n-r«
Profile Slope^are equivalent (Figure 8
. p. 162 )
Profile levels are different (Figure 8 )
* = 5.14 p <.02
differenoe
m
between
1
groups
r
tTable
e
21*^p, ni6i)
Sn^ fiCant
F =
.95 p <.49
Int ellectuai*scale* ( Table^l
) ® difference aPP-red on the
F = 5.54 p <.05
Both groups have an overall similarity on the
personality traits measured by the HVPI.
Instructors vs Voluntary Dropouts
Profile slopes are different (Figure 9. p. 164)
F = 2.39 p <.01
Test of levels omitted because of similarity of the
s 10 pe s
.
The multivariate F ratio reveals a significant
difference between the two groups (Table 22, p. 163)
F = 2.17 p <.01
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on two soales
n
(?able
t
l2):
rati ° S Sh °V' siSnlfloant difference
Intellectual
Masculinity
F = 7.65
F = 6.19
P <.01
P < .05
s
The Voluntary Dropouts are less introspective,
scientific, or scholarly than the Instructors and are more
oriented toward acting out rather than thinking through
problems
.
Instructors vs Academic Dropouts
Profile slopes are different (Figure 10, p. 166)
F = 4.74 p <.oi
Test of levels omitted because of dissimilarity of
slopes.
The multivariate F ratio reveals a significant
difference between groups (Table 23, p. 165)
F = 4.7 p < .0001
Significant univariate differences appear on three
scales (Table 23)
:
Intellectual F = 11.89 p<.01
Masculine F = 13.82 p<.01
Infrequency F = 9.46 p<.01
Not only are the Academic Dropouts less intro-
spective, scientific, and scholarly than the instructors,
their tendency to act out rather than think is supplemented
by low scholastic and occupational aspirations.
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TABLE 20
MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OP HVPI SCORES
INSTRUCTORS AND STRONG PERSISTORS
FOR
HVPI Scale
Instrs.
N=38
X
SP
N=91
X
Univar
.
P
Dlscrim.
Function
Coeff
.
Enterprising 2.74 2.26 3.35 .83
Acquiescence 9.95 8.23 2.98 .82
Self Control 9.03 8.49 .30 .25
Realistic 4.52 4.98 .29 .09
Infrequency 4.82 5.80 .11 .09
Status 6.42 6.03 .05 .02
Intellectual 7.61 4.58 .54 -.02
Social 2.76 1.81 1.11 -.30
Conventional 2.30 2.02 .99 -.44
Artistic 4.08 2.80 .31 -.70
Masculinity 7.42 9.21 4.06* -.90
Multivariate P ratio 1,.06 p < . 39
* p < .05
160
Scores
HVTI Scales
Figure 7 HVPI Profile - Instructors and Strong Persistors
* Scores adjusted to reflect maximum possible scores that
are higher on these two scales than on the other nine scales.
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TABLE 21
MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OF HVPI SCORES
INSTRUCTORS AND MARGINAL PERSISTORS
FOR
HVPI Scale
Instrs.
N=38
X
MP
N=32
X
Univar
.
. F
Discrim.
Function
Coeff
.
Intellectual 7.61 3.43 5.54*
.89
Self Control 9.03 7.73 .51 .69
Conventional 2.30 1.70 2.24
.37
Masculinity 7.42 8.47 .36 .31
Enterprising 2.74 2.27 1.98 .28
Social 2.76 1.63 1.80 .26
Artistic 4.08 2.40 1.22 .23
Realistic 4.52 4.80
.53 -.11
Status 6.42 5.63 1.19 -.24
Infrequency 4.82 5.80 .08 -.32
Acquiescence 9.95 8.33 1.44 -.52
Multivariate F ratio .95 P <.49
* P < .05
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Scores
HVPI Scales
Figure 8 HVPI Profile - Instructors and Marginal Persistors
* Scores adjusted to reflect maximum possible scores that
are higher on these two scales than on the other nine scales.
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TABLE 22
MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OF HVPI SCORED edrINSTRUCTORS AND VOLUNTARY DROPOUTS
HVPI Scale
Instrs
N=38
X
. VDO
N=64
X
IJnivar
.
• F
Discrim.
Function
Coeff.
Intellectual 7.61 4.23 7.65** 1.01
Enterprising 2.73 2.90
.42
.47
Infrequency 4.81 5.48
.49
.41
Self Control 9.02 8.14
.17 .14
Artistic 4.08 2.70 2.04
.04
Status 6.42 5.96 .90 -.14
Social 2.76 2.18
.65 -.14
Acquiescence 9.94 9.25 .27 -.21
Realistic 4.52 5.50 .39 -.34
Conventional 2.29 2.53 .02 -.43
Masculinity 7.42 9.20 6.19* -.61
Multivariate F ratio 2.17 p < .016
* P <.05
** p < .01
164
Scores
Figure 9 HVPI Profile - Instructors and Voluntary Dropouts
* Scores adjusted to reflect maximum possible scores that
are higher on these two scales than on the other nine scales.
165
TABLE 23
MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OP HVPI SCORV^ popINSTRUCTORS AND ACADEMIC DROPOUTS
R
HVPI Scale
Instrs
.
N=38
X
ADO
N=49
X
Univar
.
P
Discrim.
Function
Coeff
.
Intellectual 7.60 4.73 11.
89*
**
.78
Self Control 9.02 7.93 1.61
.65
Artistic 4.08 3.12 1.55 .16
Conventional 2.29 2.59 .28
.08
Social 2.76 2.42
.28
.05
Acquiescence 9.94 9.25 .22
.01
Enterprising 2.73 3.59 1.83 -.14
Status 6.42 5.96 .01 -.47
Realistic 4.52 5.63 2.25 -.45
Infrequency 4.81 5.48 9.46** -.41
Masculinity 7.42
•
9.20 13.82** -.41
Multivariate P ratio 4.70 p< .0001
* P <.05
** p< .01
166
Scores
Figure 10 HVPI Profile - Instructors and Academic Dropouts
* Scores adjusted to reflect maximum possible scores that
are higher on these two scales than on the other nine scales.
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DISCUSSION
The overall findings of the HVPI reveal that the
Strong and Marginal Persistors have personality traits that
are remarkably similar to those found In the composite
faculty profile, while both the Voluntary and Academic
Dropouts have personality profiles that differ significantly
from that of the faculty.
The comparison of Strong Persistors to Instructors
(Table 20, p. 159 and Figure 7, p. 160) revealed no signi-
ficant multivariate differences between them. Since the
combination of all HVPI scores for the Strong Persistor
group and the faculty are equivalent, it may be said that,
in terms of personality traits, the Strong Persistors and
the Instructors are essentially alike.
The single univariate difference between the Strong
Persistors and the faculty is on the Masculinity scale
where the Strong Persistors scored higher than the faculty.
Holland's Masculinity scale measures a masculine-feminine
cluster of variables, including choice of occupational roles
and identification with males and females. High scorers
on this scale tend to prefer masculine occupations that
are 'physical' in nature. Since the correlations between
the HVPI Masculinity scale and earned GPA's are very low,
it is reasonable to assume that the differences on this
scale may not have an important bearing on student achievement.
168
The high student score on this scale may be more a reflection
of the propensity of youth toward active, agresslve and
physical types of activities.
Like the Strong Perslstors, the Marginal Perslstors
were also found to have personality characteristics similar
enough to the instructors so that no multivariate difference
could be detected.
Prom the univariate analysis, the Marginal Perslstors
scored lower than the Instructors on the Intellectual scale,
the only scale on which any significant difference could be
found. Because Holland's Intellectual scale measures Interest
in science, math and theory, the difference between the
student and faculty score may be a reflection of age and not
a fundamental difference in personality. Chickering (1967),
for instance, who studied changes in student interests in
science and scientific activities, found that there is an
increased Interest in these activities between the freshman
and sophomore years. And Stewart ( 1964 ), who used a thinking
Introversion scale from the Omnibus Personality Inventory,
also discovered that from the freshman to senior years
students demonstrated an increased liking for reflective
thought, particularly of an abstract nature.
The HVPI findings for Voluntary Dropouts disclose
an overall difference between them and the Instructors on
both the multivariate analysis (Table 22
,
p. 163) and on the
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analysis of profile slopes (Figure 9, p. 164). m addition
to ranking the variables differently, the two groups scored
differently on their average scores for all the variables as
well. Consequently, their personality characteristics can
be said to differ significantly.
The two univariate scales on which differences
appeared between the Voluntary Dropouts and the faculty are
the Masculinity scale, where the students scored higher than
the faculty, and the Intellectual scale, where the students
scored lower than the faculty (Table 22, p. 163). Once
again, it can be inferred that the high score on the Mascu-
linity scale most likely reflects the agressive and physical
nature of youth and not any personality or attitudinal dis-
tinctions. Interestingly enough, the scores on the HVPI
Masculinity scale correlate negatively with the scores on
the SP5 Intellectual scale (-.17, see Appendix A, Table C).
The SPS Intellectual scale measures a preference for such
sedate activities as reading and discussing poetry; it is,
therefore, a philosophical and literary type of intellect-
ualism which is clearly not masculine in nature or
orientation.
As for the Intellectual .scale of the HVPI, the
Voluntary Dropouts scored low, just as the Marginal Per-
sistors did, relative to the faculty score. Since the HVPI
Intellectual scale measures scientific and theoretical
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Interest, It Is possible that the low score on this scale
means that the intellectual interests of the Voluntary
Dropouts have not yet matured. Assuming this to be true,
what makes this finding interesting is that if the Voluntary
Dropouts had a more mature intellectual outlook, and con-
sequently scored higher on the HVPI Intellectual scale, they
would have the same personality profile as the Strong Per-
sistors and so the same match with the faculty as that of
the Strong Persistor group. The Voluntary Dropouts have the
same math and verbal ability as the Strong Persistors and
the same academic and vocational preferences as measured
by the SPS scales. The major difference between the
Voluntary Dropouts and the Strong Persistors on the HVPI
scales centers on the lower level of intellectual interest,
which could conceivably be corrected by the natural matura-
tion process through which young boys theoretically become
wise and distinguished men.
The Academic Dropouts are like the Voluntary Drop-
outs in the sense that they too have an overall personality
profile that is different from that of the instructors.
These differences are reflected in both the multivariate
analysis (Table 23, p. 165) and -in the profile slopes
(Figure 10, p. 166).
The univariate differences between the Academic
Dropouts and the faculty turn up on three scales: on the
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Intellectual scale the Academic Dropouts scored lower than
the faculty j on the Masculinity scale the Academic Dropouts
scored higher than the faculty; and on the Infrequency scale
the Academic Dropouts scored higher than the faculty (Table
23, p. 165).
x
0n the Masculinity scale, three student groups scored
higher than the Instructors. Since the Masculinity scale
has a low correlation with the two measures of intellectual
ability math (.01)and verbal (.01) scores on the EPSAT
(Appendix A, Table E)—it can be assumed that the difference
between the student groups and the faculty on this scale is
not an important factor influencing academic ability. On
the Intellectual scale, the Academic Dropouts scored lower
than the faculty but, unlike the contrasting score on the
Masculinity scale, the low student scores on the Intellectual
scale may bear on academic achievement since they correlate
positively with math and verbal ability as measured by the
EPSAT (Appendix A, Table E)
.
The high student score on the Infrequency scale also
seems to have a direct relationship to academic success since
It shows a significant negative correlation with the EPSAT
math (-.21) and verbal (-.14) scores (Appendix A, Table E).
High scorers on Holland's Infrequency scale tend to have
self deprecating attitudes about themselves, low aspiration
levels, and few claimed competencies. They prefer unpopular,
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low status occupations, and have a history of low education,
low salary and high unemployment. The Infrequency scores
show a negative correlation with academic aspirations (-.16
in Appendix A, Table E) and tend to confirm Holland's in-
terpretation concerning low aspiration levels and high
scorers on the Infrequency scale. Perhaps the most important
feature of the Infrequency scale, and the one which may play
a major role in the success or failure of students, focuses
on the poor self image that the Academic Dropouts seem to
have. If Holland s explanation of ihe Infrequency scale
holds true, the Academic Dropouts have a real problem develop-
ing a positive attitude about themselves and their capa-
bilities. Since they have the same math-science ability as
the Marginal Persistors, it can be assumed that the Academic
Dropouts cannot persist at school because they are handi-
capped by a negative self image and low aspiration level.
Analysis of Student Differences
Although the importance of a student-faculty per-
sonality match appears to be established, the investigation
of personality differences is more complete when it extends
to a study of student personalities in each achievement
level. By including a student-to-student comparison of HVPI
traits, the effect of the differences between the students
in each achievement level and the faculty can be compared
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to the effect of differences among students who achieve
different degrees of success.
Multivariate Analysis of Variance Across All Groups
The multiple analysis of variance, which was used to
uncover whatever significant differences in SP3 scores pre-
vailed across all four achievement levels, is also used for
the HVPI analysis to compare the HVPI scores of all four
groups of students in one statistical procedure. The use
of this analysis makes it possible to determine whether
students personality differences surface when compared by
achievement levels.
The results of the multivariate analysis of variance,
which appear on Table 24 (p. 174), are:
Multivariate Test - no significant difference in
HVPI scores.
F = 1.09 p <.333
Univariate test - no significant differences.
It is apparent that the HVPI is not able to detect
differences in the personality traits of students when they
are separated by achievement level.
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TABLE 24
ANALYSIS OP HVPI SCORES COMPARED BYSTUDENT ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS
HVPI Scale SP MP VDO ADO Univ.
P
Discr
.
Punct
Coef f
Conven. X
S
2.02
2.49
1.70
2.18
2.53
2.84
2.59
2.73 .49 .72
Masc. X
S
9.20
1.95
8.46
2.01
9.20
1.89
9.08
1.70 1.06 .62
Artistic X
S
2.80
3.52
2.40
3.56
2.70
3.23
3.12
2.97 .49 .57
Self
Control
X
S
8.48
3.64
7.73
3.93
8.14
3.74
7.93
4.03 .48 .45
Social X
S
1.89
2.76
1.63
2.10
2.18
2.69
2.42
3.34 .51 .41
Intell. X
s
4.58
3.97
3.43
3.45
4.23
3.69
4.73
3.96
1.09 .41
Realistic X
s
4.97
3.35
4.80
3.36
5.50
3.55
5.63
3.83
.84
-.33
Status X
s
6.03
2.30
5.63
2.72
5.96
2.85
6.34
2.35
.52 -.36
Acquiesc
.
X
s
8.23
4.53
8.33
4.34
9.25
4.81
9.44
5.02
.96 -.59
Infreq. X
s
5.79
2.56
5.80
2.88
5.48
2.42
6.53
2.46 1.79 -.63
Enterpr. X
s
2.76
2.64
2.26
2.66
2.90
2.68
3.59
3.58
2.19 -.82
Multivariate P ratio 1.09 P < .335
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Tests for Differences Between Achievement Levels
The classification of students in terms of their
position in four different levels of achievement reduces
itself to two levels of persistors
—Strong and Marginal—
and two levels of Dropouts—Voluntary and Academic—who are
compared to each other through the use of five separate
statistical analyses. The paired group sets to be analyzed
are: Strong Persistors vs Marginal Persistors, Voluntary
Dropouts, and Academic Dropouts; and Marginal Persistors
vs Voluntary Dropouts, and Academic Dropouts.
Each analysis produces one multivariate R ratio which
indicates the overall differences between the groups and
eleven univariate F ratios which indicate the extent of the
group differences on each of the HVPI scales. Used together,
the multivariate and univariate P ratios give a clear
picture of the overall degree of group similarities while
isolating any individual scale on which a significant diff-
erence occurs.
The results of the multivariate discriminant
analysis for the five sets of paired groups follow.
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Sjtrong; Perslstors vs Marginal Perslstors
No overall multivariate
the groups (Table 25, p. 178).
F =
.99 p <.45
difference exists between
No univariate differences exist on any scale.
Both groups are similar on traits measured by the
HVPI.
Strong Perslstors ve Voluntary Dropouts
No overall multivariate difference exists betweenthe two groups (Table 26, p. 179).
P = .71 p <.72
No univariate differences exist on any scale.
Both groups are similar on traits measured by the
Strong Perslstors vs Academic Dropouts
No significant multivariate P ratio exists between
the two groups (Table 27, p. 180).
P = 1.29 p <.23
One univariate difference appeared on the Enter-
prising scale (Table 27).
P = 6.77 p <.01
The significant difference on the Enterprising
scale can be interpreted as a stronger tendency toward
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social Interactions among the Academic Dropouts than among
the Strong Perslstors. Also, the Academic Dropouts seem to
have less attraction to well structured activities.
Marginal Perslstors vs Voluntary Dropouts
+ Vl .
N° s ^-Snl£icant multivariate P ratio exists betweenthe two groups (Table 28, p. 181).
P = 1.04 p <.41
HVPI
.
No univariate differences exist on any scale.
Both groups are similar on traits measured by the
Marginal Perslstors vs Academic Dropouts
No significant multivariate P ratio exists between
the two groups (Table 29, p. 182).
F = .86 p <.57
No univariate differences exist on any scale.
HVPI.
Both groups are similar on traits measured by the
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TABLE 25
/•
MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OP HVPI SCORF<3 popSTRONG PERSISTORS AND MARGINAL PERSISTORS
HVPI Scale
SP
N=91
X
MP
N=32
X
Univar.
P
Discrim.
Function
Coeff
.
Masculinity 9.20 8.46 3.66
.82
Self Control 8.48 7.73 .47
.50
Conventional 2.02 1.70 1.47
.49
Artistic 2.80 2.40
.47 .44
Intellectual 4.58 3.45 2.06 .44
Social 1.80 1.63 .76
.33
Realistic 4.97 4.80
.55 .10
Status 6.03 5.63 .84 -.01
Enterprising 2.26 2.26
-V00
.
-.12
Infrequency 5.79 5.80 .02 -.17
Acquiescence 8.23 8.33 .30 -.55
Multivariate P ratio 99 P <.45
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TAELE 26
MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OP HVPI SCORED rowSTRONG- PERSISTORS AND VOLUNTARY DROPOUTS
HVPI Scale
SP
N=91
X
VDO
N=64
X
Univar
.
P
Discrim.
Function
Coeff
.
Acquiescence 8.23 9.25
.70
.72
Self Control 8.48 8.14
.07 .42
Conventional 2.02 2.53
.62
.38
Realistic 4.97 5.50
•
VjJ ro
•
ro VO
Social 1.80 2.18
.06
.07
Masculinity 9.20 9.20 .01 .01
Enterprising 2.26 2.90 .16 -.06
Status 6.03 5.96 .20 CO0.1
Artistic 2.80 2.70 .17 CO•i
Infrequency 5.79 6.48 2.16 -.75
Intellectual 4.58 4.23 .48 -.82
Multivariate P ratio 71 p< .72
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TABLE 27
MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OP HVPI SCORES POT?STRONG PERSISTORS AND ACADEMIC DROPOUTS
HVPI Scale
SP
N=91
X
ADO
N=49
X
Unlvar.
P
Discrim.
Function
Coeff
.
Artistic 2.80 3.12
.29
.51
Conventional 2.02 2.59 1.52 .45
Masculinity 9.20 9.20 .14
.37
Social 1.80 2.42 1.17 .30
Self Control 8.48 7.93 .65 .26
Intellectual 4.58 4.73 .05 .21
Realistic 4.97 5.63 1.16 -.29
Status 6.03 5.96 .49 -.35
Acquiescence 8.23 9.25 2.14 -.46
Infrequency 5.79 5.48 2.67 -.62
Enterprising 2.26 3.59 6.77** -.95
Multivariate P ratio 1.29 P C.23
** PC. 01
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TABLE 28
DISCRIMINANT analysis op hvpi SCORES FORmarginal persistors and voluntary dropouts
HVPI Scale
MP
N=32
X
VDO
N=64
X
Univar
.
P
Discrim.
Function
Coeff
.
Masculinity 8.46 9.20 2.96
.84
Self Control 7.73 8.14
.23 .81
Conventional 1.70 2.53 2.00
.59
Social 1.63 2.18
.98
.57
Enterprising 2.26 2.90 1.16
.25
Intellectual 3.43 4.23 1.00 .20
Artistic 2.40 2.70 .16 .04
Realistic 4.80 5.50 .81 .02
Acquiescence 8.33 9.25 .78 -.39
Status 5.63 5.96 .29 -.46
Infrequency 5.80 5.48 .30 -.73
Multivariate P ratio 1.04 P < .41
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TABLE 29
^^tiple discriminant analysis of hvpi SCORES FOR
marginal persistors and academic dropouts
HVPI Scale
MP
N=32
X
ADO
N=49
X
Univar.
F
Discrim.
Function
Coeff
.
Acquiescence 8.33 9.25 1.01
.35
Social 1.63 2.42 1.36
.07
Realistic 4.80 5.63 1.13
.07
Status 5.63 5.96 1.52 -
• 06
Self Control 7.73 7.93 .04 -.20
Intellectual 3.43 4.73 2.20 -.24
Enterprising 2.26 3.59 3.06 -.23
Infrequency 5.80 5.48 1.43 -.43
Conventional 1.70
c
2.59 2.29 -.49
Artistic 2.40 3.12 .94 -.51
Masculinity 8.46 9.20 2.10 -.80
Multivariate F ratio .86 P <.57
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Percentile
Scores
HVPI Scales
Figure 11 Comparison of Holland's Norm for Persons
Employed in Engineering and Scientific
Fields to the H.S.T.C Faculty
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DISCUSSION
The results of the multivariate analysis of variance
did not reveal any evidence of strong personality variations
in the student body. All four groups appear to be generally
similar on the traits measured by the HVPI.
One possible explanation for the existence of similar
personality characteristics for all groups of students is that
the curricula at H.S.T.C acts as a screen, attracting only a
particular kind of student whose interests correspond to the
general orientation of the school. Since the students
personality traits (especially the Persistor groups) are
much like those of the faculty and since the faculty norm
follows the same general pattern as the Holland norm for
people employed in Engineering and Science (Figure 11,
p. 183), the students at H.S.T.C may be characteristically
described as having norms similar to those established by
Holland for people employed in scientific fields. If the
resulting assumptions of this research are correct,
Holland* s assertion that his test instrument can separate
people of like occupational interests is valid, at least
in terms of norms for Engineers and technicians.
While the Holland Vocational Preference Inventory
is able to measure vocational interests among students, it
cannot measure the relative ability of students to achieve
because the differences among students in this investigation
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are too subtle and the HVPI is not sensitive enough to
Isolate them when the students are compared to each other.
The discriminating ability of the HVPI to detect student
personality differences is more apparent however, when the
students are compared to the faculty (the reference group)
rather than to each other. This non-contradiction of the
existence of student personality differences derives from the
technique of measuring from a null reference, which is often
applied in the physical sciences, and which, from the
evidence in the profile studies, may also be applied to
statistical measurements. For example, when the scores
from two groups are compared, they may appear to be similar
when compared to each other but may be different when
compared to a third reference group. This is so because
measurements made from a reference null can be (depending
on the reference) more sensitive to changes than a measure
of the absolute difference between two variables or
quantities. Therefore, students coming to college may be
similar in terms of vocational interests and the personality
traits those interests reflect; if any differences exist,
they are very subtle and only noticeable when they become
magnified as they are compared to the faculty as reference.
Although the prevalence of common student per-
sonality traits in this study can be manifested as expressed
Interest in the vocational field, their existence does not
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necessarily reflect a high math-science ability nor a
scholastic orientation on the part of the students. Because
students are attracted to the technical school, it does not
necessarily follow that they will be able to perform
academically. Other factors, such as math-science ability,
maturity, self-discipline, parental pressures, financial
worries, etc., are also important and can work, in any
combination, to negate that vocational Interest. Common
personality traits, then, as reflected by similar occupa-
tional interests, are not a sufficient condition for
insuring academic survival.
HYPI Summary
The educational environment of the H.S.T.C may be
described by using the personality traits of the faculty,
as measured by the HVPI, as the major parameter of that
environment. The rationale for using the Instructors
personality traits for establishing an environmental
guideline comes from Holland's experimentation with the
HVPI. Prom his extensive work with the test instrument,
Holland has developed a personality profile for successful
people who are engaged in scientific and engineering work
(Holland, 1965 ). This profile, when compared with the
composite profile of the H.S.T.C faculty (Figure 11,
p. 183), reveals that the Instructors exhibit the same
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strong and weak personality traits as successful! workers In
the scientific fields.
Because of the general conformity of the two pro-
files of Figure 11 (p. 133), it is reasonable to conclude
that the H.S.T.C faculty profile accurately portrays a
picture of the strength and distribution of the personality
traits found in people working within the scientific fields.
It is a major hypothesis of this study that these traits
represent environmental forces and that these forces,
transmitted through the instructor to the student, affect
academic achievement.
Abstracting the dominant personality traits of the
instructors as representative of the major environmental
forces, the following description of the H.S.T.C socio-
educatlonal environment emerges:
Within the school there is a reserved social
atmosphere that is not conducive to warm interpersonal
relationships between students and instructors. Student-
teacher relationships are formal rather than spontaneous
and usually revolve around classroom work and discussions
of a vocational nature. There is a strong emphasis on
Intellectual achievement in the -school and the direction of
the emphasis is toward an understanding of science and the
development of analytical abilities. Little, if any,
intellectual effort is directed toward an understanding of
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literature and poetry, or abstract political and social
problems. The major thrust of the school is to develop
analytical ability and scientific understanding; the develop-
ment of social attitudes or a sense of social involvement
among the students or between students and the community is
not actively encouraged.
The characteristics which comprise the H.S.T.C
environment, as derived from the faculty personality traits,
are surprisingly similar to those uncovered by other research
efforts. Thistlethwaite (1962), for example, using a modified
version of the College Characteristics Index (CCI), found
that engineering schools stress the importance of scientific
occupation. Humanism and Independence of thinking were
rated low in the engineering faculty's hierarchy of values.
In his study of Juniors and seniors at Michigan State
University, Centra ( 1965 ) discovered, through the use of a
modified version of the College and University Environmental
Scales (CUES), that engineering school environments rate
academic achievement and intellectual discipline high but
place a low emphasis on personal status, and personal,
poetic and political understanding.
The findings of these tw<o related investigations
appear to support the characteristics ascribed by this study
to the environment of the Hartford State Technical College.
Whether or not the incoming students subscribe to that
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environment Is important because their academic success hinges,
in part, on how well they do. Prom the results of their per-
sonality profile scores as they compare to the faculty, it
would seem that the Strong and Marginal Persistors should
have little trouble relating to the environment as influenced
by the composite faculty profile. Both persistor groups
showed an overall similarity with the instructors on the
personality traits measured by the HVPI . Since the instruct-
ors, Strong and Marginal Persistors all have similar per-
sonalities, it is possible that all three groups reinforce
each other's characteristics and have a strong combined
impact on the environment.
The two dropout groups do not have the strong
similarity of personality traits with the faculty that the
persistor groups have. The Voluntary Dropouts have con-
siderably lower intellectual interests in the scientific
field which may make it difficult for them to find a common
ground for relating to the instructors or their fellow
students. The Academic Dropouts also have lower intellect-
ual interests than the Instructors and, from their high
score on the Infrequency scale, lower academic interests
and vocational aspirations. This combination of conflicting
traits may have a strangulating effect on the ability of the
Academic Dropouts to achieve in a technical college. It may
be that their personalities are foreign to the technical field.
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Finally, when the students traits were compared,
first to the faculty and then to each other by achievement
level, the instructor-student comparisons revealed greater
differehces among achievement levels than did the comparisons
between the student groups. Instructor-student comparisons,
then, respresent a more perceptual approach to defining and
isolating student differences than does the method of
comparison among groups by achievement levels. Because
instructor-student comparisons have a greater sensitivity
for detecting personality related differences, the inclusion
of comparisons of this sort into the H.S.T.C screening
procedures may serve as a valuable and reliable tool through
which students can be directed into or out of vocational
areas that maximize their chances for success.
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Demographic and Intellectual Measures
Analysis of Student Differences
Personality traits, obviously, do not constitute
exclusive parameters governing the degree of academic success
attainable by students. There are many other factors that
are not psychological but may be equally important in their
effect on student performance in school. The five
demographic variables, as these two non-psychological factors
are referred to, plus two measures of Intellectual ability,
chosen for this research include: Family Income; Financial
Security; Father's education; H.S.T.C Suitability; and
Highest Degree Expected. The two measures of intellectual
ability chosen are the math and verbal portions of the EPSAT.
The results obtained from an analysis of these demographic
and intellectual parameters should disclose which, if any,
forces outside of the school, and therefore beyond the
school's control, are related to achievement.
Multivariate Analysis of Variance Across All Groups
The most suitable technique for determining whether
intellectual and demographic differences extend across all
four levels of achievement is the multivariate analysis of
variance. This procedure tests for across level differences
of the variables and yields a multivariate F ratio computed
for all variables combined as well as a univariate F ratio
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computed for each individual variable.
The results of the multivariate analysis, which
appear on Table 30 (p. 196 ) are:
Multivariate Test: , no significant difference exists.
F = 1.33 p <.06
Univariate tests: two significant differences on
the Intellectual measures.
EPSAT math F = 4.43 p <.01
EPSAT verbal P = 3.86 P < .05
The intellectual measures are the most sensitive
detectors of student differences in the various levels of
achievement
.
Tests for Differences Between Achievement Levels
To make between group comparisons, the multivariate
analysis of variance, which yields a multivariate P ratio
for overall group differences and a univariate P ratio for
differences on each variable, was used for the following
group sets: Strong Perslstors vs Marginal Persistors,
Voluntary Dropouts, and Academic Dropouts; and between
Marginal Persistors vs Voluntary Dropouts and Academic
Dropouts. The results of these analyses follow.
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Strong Perslstors vs Marginal Perslstors
dlff dlffer ?n^ on a multivariate test ofi erences between groups (Table 31, p. 197)
P = 1.02 p <.42
One univariate difference between
math scores.
P = 5.44 p <.05
groups on the EPSAT
The groups are equivalent on a multivariate basis
although the Strong Perslstors have significantly higher
EPSAT math scores than do the Marginal Perslstors.
Strong Perslstors vs Voluntary Dropouts
No significant difference on a multivariate test
for differences between groups (Table 32, p. 198).
F = 1.66 p <.125
One univariate P difference on the scale that
measures Father's education.
P = 5.44 p < .05
The groups are equivalent on a multivariate basis.
The single univariate difference between them was scored
on the scale measuring Father’s education. On that scale
the fathers of the Strong Perslstors were found to have a
higher educational level than the fathers of the Voluntary
Dropouts.
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Strong; Perslstors vs Academic Dropouts
-A- significant multivariate difference exists betweenthe two student groups (Table 33, p. 199).
F = 2.01 p <.06
The groups differ on both the math and verbal portions
of the EPSAT.
EPSAT math F = 6.95 p <.01
EPSAT verbal F = 9.82 p <.01
The Strong Perslstors have significantly higher math
and verbal abilities than the Academic Dropouts.
Marginal Perslstors vs Voluntary Dropouts
A significant multivariate difference exists between
the two groups. (Table 34, p. 200)
P = 3.06 p <.01
One univariate difference exists between the groups
on the scale that measures Father's education.
P = 5.46 p <.05
The Marginal Perslstors and Voluntary Dropouts differ
at the multivariate level of analysis and on one univariate
scale. The Fathers of the Marginal Perslstors have a higher
educational level than those of the Voluntary Dropouts.
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Marginal Perslstors vs Academic Dropouts
significant difference on the multivariate testior differences between groups (Table 35, p. 201).
P = .82 p < .58
No significant univariate differences exist between
the groups.
The Marginal Persistors do not differ significantly
from the Academic Dropouts on any of the demographic
variables nor on the measures of Intellectual ability.
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TABLE 30
ANALYSIS OP DEMOGRAPHIC AND INTELLECTUAL MEASURESCOMPARED BY STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS
Variable SP MP VDO ADO Univ.
Discr
.
Funct
F Coeff
EPSAT Math X 22.32 26.25 19.83 18.13
S 8.10 4.31 8.00 7.26 4.43** .53
EPSAT Verb. X 46.94 36.40 36.75 34.95
S 19.45 18.06 15.73 13.56
3.86*
.52
H.S.T.C
Suitabil.
X 3.20
.49
3.15
.49
3.12
.94
3.05
.42 .34S
.70
Financial X 2*52 2.65 2.45 2.45
Security
S .63 .74 .72 .65
.39 .13
Father's
Education
X 5.26
2.39
5.50
2.50
4.04
2.16
5.53
2.43 -.02
S 2.55
Highest X 1.86 1.95 2.16 1.89
Degree
Expected s .70 .39 1.12 .73
.67 -.10
Family X 3.26 3.40 3.58 3.43
Income
S .96 1.14 .92 1.11
.37 -.30
Multivariate F ratio 1.53 P< invoo•
* p < .05
** p< .01
197
TABLE 31
MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OP THE INTELLECTUAL
AND DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES POR STRONG PERSISTORS
AND MARGINAL PERSISTORS
Variable
SP
N=91
X
MP
N=32
X
Unlvar
.
F
Discrim.
Function
Coeff
.
EPSAT Math 27.32 16.25 5.44* .96
Family Income 3.26 3.40 .01 .17
H.S.T.C 3.21 3.13 .01 .05
Suitability
Highest Degree 1.87 1.93 .01 -.03
Expected
EPSAT Verbal 46.94- 36.40 .97 -.15
Father's 5.26 5.50 .56 -.37
Education
Financial 2.53 2.65 .95 -.39
Security
Multivariate F ratio 1.02 p< .42
* p <.05
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TABLE 32
DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OP THE INTELLFPTTUTanb demographic variables por strong persis?orsAND VOLUNTARY DROPOUTS
Variable
SP
N=91
X
VDO
N=64
X
Univar.
F
Discrim.
Function
Ooeff
.
Family Income 3.26 3.58 1.12
.56
Highest Degree
Expected
1.87 2.17 2.64
.38
EPSAT Math 22.32 19.83 .20
.12
H. S. T. C
Suitability
3.21 3.12 .02
-.13
Financial
Security
2.33 2.46
.07
-.25
EPSAT Verbal 46.94 36.75 1.47 -.40
Father * s
Education
5.26 4.04 5.44*
-.76
Multivariate F ratio 1.66 P <.125
* P < .05
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TABLE 33
M
?£IIPL1S WSORIHNUra ANALYSIS OP THE INTELTFP'PttatDEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES FOR STRONG PERSISTORSAND ACADEMIC DROPOUTS
Variable
SP
N=91
X
ADO
N=49
X
Univar
.
F
Discrlm.
Function
Coeff
.
EPSAT Verbal 46.94 34.60 9.82**
.66
H. S. T. 0
Suitability
3.21 3.05 1.20
.39
EPSAT Math 22.32 18.14 6.95**
.37
Financial
Security
2.53 2.46
.23
.23
Father * s
Education
5.26 5.43 .11 -.09
Highest Degree
Expected
1.87 1.89 .02 -.10
Family Income 3.26 3.43 .58- -.24
Multivariate F ratio 2.01 p <.06
* p <.05
** P< .01
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TABLE 34
MULTIPLE DISCRIMINANT ANALYSIS OP THE INTELLECTUALAND DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES FOR MARGINAL PERSISTORSAND VOLUNTARY DROPOUTS
Variable
MP
N=32
X
VDO
N=64
X
Univar.
F
Discrim.
Function
Coeff
.
EPSAT Math 16.25 19.83 3.04
.97
Family Income 3.40 3.58 .15
.73
Highest Degree
Expected
1.95 2.17 .72 .36
H. S. T. C
Suitability
3.15 3.13 .01 .06
Financial
Security
2.65 2.46 CMC\
• -.49
EPSAT Verbal 36.40 36.75 .07 -.56
Father's
Education
5.50 4.04 5.46*
•
COoo
•
i
Multivariate F ratio 3.06 p A • OH
* P <.05
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TABLE 35
msohikiwlht analysis op THE INTELLEGTTTMand demographic variables for marginal persistors
and academic dropouts
Variable
MP
N=32
X
ADO
N=49
X
Univar.
F
Discrim.
Function
Coeff
.
EPSAT Math 16.25 18.14 1.25
.87
Family Income 3.40 3.43 .01
.39
Highest Degree
Expected
1.95 1.89 .01
.03
H. S. T. C
Suitability
3.15 3.05 .29
-.35
Father * s
Education
5.50 5.43 .14 -.47
Financial
Security
2.65 2.46 1.01 -.51
EPSAT Verbal 36.40 34.60 .51 -.91
Multivariate F ratio .82 p <.58
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DISCUSSION
Demographic Variables
The statistical te-sting of the four student groups
failed to show any significant overall differences between
them across achievement levels when certain demographic
variables were examined. Although no statistical relation-
ship between the demographic factors and academic success
can be established, the demographic variables are useful
because they provide insight into the soclo-educatlonal
background of students coming to H.S.T.C. A brief summary
of the five demographic variables and their potential in-
fluence on academic achievement appears next.
Family Income
, which measures the student's relative
position in the socio-economic class structure, showed no
overall or individual differences between any group combina-
tions. The majority of students have family incomes ranging
from $8,000.00 to $12,000.00 a year and may be regarded as
coming from the same general economic background.
Financial Security , which provides a measure of the
students ability to finance their education, showed no
overall or individual student group differences. Since the
students all feel the same economic pressures and experience
no formidable financial anxieties while at school, it is
logical to assume that these students are not financially
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handicapped in the pursuit of their academic careere. The
dropouts, therefore, are not leaving the school because of
any inability to meet the financial requirements of their
education.
•
Highest Degree Expected
, which is a measure of the
students academic goals, showed no overall or individual
differences among student groups. With educational degree
choices ranging from the Associate to the Ph. D., the average
student across all groups expects to earn the Bachelor of
Science degree which is one degree above the Associate he
will earn at H.S.T.C.
The continued pursuit of education beyond the
Associate degree, which reflects an educational attitude that
is prevalent on their SPS scores as well, has a significant
correlation with both the Academic (r=.18) and Vocational
(r=.l6) scales of the SPS (Appendix A, Table E). It also
has a significantly high positive correlation with Holland's
Status scale (r=.l6, see Appendix A, Table E), which measures
the need to achieve, and a significant negative correlation
(-.16) with Holland's Infrequency scale (Table E), which is
inversely related to the level of vocational and educational
aspirations. There is sufficient supporting data among the
variables, then, to imply that the students do not view
their vocational training at H.S.T.C and subsequent place-
ment in a Job as the end of their vocational-educational
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development
.
Father's Education
, which Indicates the extent of the
academic education completed by the fathers of the students
the average education of all fathers stopped at the comple-
tion of high school), did not show an overall difference
across student groups but did show a significant difference
between the two perslstor groups and the Voluntary Dropouts.
The educational level of the fathers of the Voluntary Drop-
outs was significantly lower than that of both perslstor
groups (Table 30, p. 196). Since the Voluntary Dropouts are
similar to the two perslstor groups on all the other demo-
graphic and intellectual measures, it may be true that this
lower educational level of their fathers is negatively
influencing their own academic efforts. A lack of parental
interest and subsequent student motivation may inadvertently
incline the student toward an attitude about education that
is self defeating from the start.
H.S.T. C. Suitability
, which measures the student's
perception of how well the school suits his career goals,
showed no overall or individual differences across student
achievement levels. On an average, the students find H.S.T.C
to be adequate to their vocational and educational needs.
Aside from showing no statistical difference among
students, the relative value of the H.S.T.C Suitability scale,
when correlated with the SPS and HVPI scales, lies in its
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ability to describe the type of student having a positive
attitude about what the school can do for him. When the
H.S.T.C Suitability scale is correlated with the Vocational
scale (.28) and the Academic scale (. 38 ) of the SPS
(Appendix A, Table B)
,
the students with the most positive
attitude toward the school and its goals scored highest on
both scales of the SPS. This correlation can be interpreted
to mean that students who want vocational training think
the H.S.T.C will provide it for them; in addition, they
have already developed a positive attitude about the amount
of academic work they will have to do to achieve their
vocational goals.
Not surprisingly, the H.S.T.C Suitability scale
correlates negatively with three of the four SPS sociability
scales (Social Collegiate,
-.15; Consummatory Collegiate,
-.20; and Instrumental Collegiate,
-.11, Appendix A, Table B).
It also correlates negatively with Holland's Social scale
(-.12, Table E) and Status scale (-.15, Table E) and
reinforces the finding that students who have a positive
attitude about the school's vocational goals have lower
social interests. These negative correlations support the
hypothesis that students who come into the school and expect
to graduate are serious about their vocational goals and
academic endeavors and are less concerned about extra
curricula social activities
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Intellectual Variable
The results of the tests for comparing the Intellect-
ual variables, which measure students math and verbal skills
as indicated by the EPSAT kcores, across student achievement
levels, reveal that a significant difference exists between
the Strong Persistors and the Academic Dropouts on this
scale. Since the demographic variables do not detect any
student differences by achievement level, and the Intellect-
ual measures do, it can be assumed that the Intellectual
variable is a better discriminator of academic performance
than the demographic scales.
The scoring difference between the Strong Persistors
and the Academic Dropouts was fairly well anticipated at this
point in the study, based on the previous findings. As
expected, the Strong Persistors, who do well in school and
are successful, have a higher level of math and verbal
skills than do the Academic Dropouts, whose scholastic per-
formance usually results in academic failure. Their low
scores on the math and verbal scales of the EPSAT correspond
to their low scores on Holland's Intellectual scale. The
positive correlation between Holland's Intellectual scale
and the EPSAT math (.18) and verbal (.15, Appendix A,
Table E) scales confirms Holland's hypothesis that his
Intellectual scale measures a degree of interest in
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spective study. Reinforcing that hypothesis, Holland's
Infrequency scale, which measures aspiration levels,
correlates negatively with the EPSAT math (-.21) and verbal
(-.14, Table E) scales and verifies the now familiar
conclusion that the Academic Dropouts have low academic
aspiratlonal levels which reflect In their poor scholastic
performance
.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
Summary
The primary objective of this research effort was to
examine the inter-relationships between academic success,
student personality related factors, environmental forces,
and selected demographic indices in order to uncover a
pattern of congruence between personality related factors
and environmental press that provides the best conditions
for academic development. This objective, which was stated
as three separate hypotheses, is summarized as follows.
The First Hypothesis:
Students who are successful in a technical
program have socio-educational attitudes and
vocational interests that are similar to those
of their instructors while students who are
not successful have educational attitudes and
vocational interests that are different from
those of their instructors.
Because the attitudinal profiles of the Strong and
Marginal Persistors are similar to the faculty profile, and
because the attitudinal profiles of the Voluntary and
Academic Dropouts are different from the faculty, the first
hypothesis is confirmed by the Student Preference Schedule.
The two scales of the SPS which most accurately reflect
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student-teacher Interactions are the academic and vocational
scales because they are closely related to activities that
take place in the classroom Students who score high on the
Vocational scale would appear to be motivated to learn and
are interested in pursuing their vocational goals. Students
who score high on the Academic scale show Interest in the
subject matter and acceptance of the academic work load.
The importance of these two scales is that they reveal the
vocational and educational attitudes of students which
inevitably surface in the classroom where they either
correspond to or conflict with those 1 of the faculty. •
The nature of the relationship between student and
teacher, then, is based in large part on the nature of the
attitudinal similarities or differences existing between
them. Students (Strong and Marginal Persistors) whose
attitudes are similar to those of the Instructors experience
a satisfactory degree of academic success while students
(Voluntary and Academic Dropouts) whose attitudes differ
from those of the Instructors have poor academic performance
records.
The significant differences between the Instructors
and the Voluntary Dropouts were found on both the Mascu-
linity and Intellectual scales of Holland's Inventory. The
low HVPI Intellectual scores of the Voluntary Dropouts,
when coupled with their low academic and vocational scores on
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on the SPS, may reflect a lack cf sufficient Interest by
these students In their vocational and academic undertakings.
Although their Intellectual ability, as measured by the
EPSAT, can sustain a scientifically oriented academic pro-
gram, they are defeated scholastically by certain personality
related factors that are not congruent with a technical school
environment
.
The Academic Dropouts, like the Voluntary Dropouts,
differ from the faculty on the Holland Masculinity and
Intellectual scales. Unlike the Voluntary Dropouts, however,
they differ on the Infrequency sdale, adding yet another
dimension to the differences that prevail between them and
the faculty. The high Academic Dropout score on the
Infrequency scale denotes a low self image and low educa-
tional aspirations. The Academic Dropout, therefore, who
has little scientific or vocational interest, who is not
motivated to do academic work, and who has a low aspiration
level, probably doesn't even expect to or aspire to achieve
scholastically.
The personality traits disclosed by the occupational
preferences reveal strong similarities between the Strong
and Marginal Persistors and the faculty. Since no strong
similarities were disclosed for the two dropout groups,
it is the logical deduction of this study that students
whose personalities are most like the Instructors are the
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ones who succeed.
The Second Hypothesis:
vocational' V students at H.S.T.C have
I^Moi } ^terests and attitudes toward the
life that*
edusational aspects of college
are different from those of theunsuccessful students.
The attltudlnal profiles between the Strong Per-
sistors and Academic Dropouts differed on both the academic
and social scales of the SPS. The Academic scale measures a
preference for studying, preparing for class, and completing
school assignments. The Strong Persistors scored high on
this scale and the Academic Dropouts scored significantly
lower. The weak response of the Academic Dropouts for
scholastic activities, which is reflected in their scores
on the SPS scales, suggests an orientation that is more
social than academic or vocational.
The preference for social activities manifested by
the Academic Dropouts appears to be forceful enough to
sufficiently distract them from their academic responsi-
bilities. They have not been able to achieve the proper
balance between their social and academic interests, which
is essential if they are to achieve in a technical school.
Based on their SPS scores, then, it can be hypothesized
from this study that students who have positive attitudes
about school and who are motivated to learn are more
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successful than those students who exhibit little more than
a passing Interest In the academic process.
The Third Hypothesis:
The s^cessfui students at H.S.T.C haveinteiieotual and demographic characteristicsthat are different from those of the
unsuccessful students.
Although no overall significant differences were
discovered through the demographic variables, a significant
difference was found between the Strong Persistors and
Academic Dropouts on the EPSAT math and verbal scores. As a
measure of intellectual ability, the EPSAT scores for Strong
Persistors were significantly higher than for Academic
Dropouts.
The EPSAT math test, which measures mathematical
skill and problem solving ability, and the EPSAT verbal
test, which measures reading comprehension and vocabulary,
both constitute a test Instrument that measures the differ-
ences between the academic intellectualism of two groups
from the same socio-economic background. The low math and
verbal scores of the Academic Dropouts are consistent with
findings on both the SPS and HVPI instruments. On the SPS
test, the Academic Dropouts scored low on the scales that
measure interest and motivation for academic and vocational
activities and that are work oriented; they scored high on
the social scales that measure behaviors associated with
213
epicurean and informal social experiences, and are pleasure
oriented. On the HVPI test Instrument, the Academic Dropouts
were found to have a poor self image and rated academic
Interests and aspirations significantly lower than the other
student groups.
The low math-verbal abilities of the Academic Drop-
outs are reflected in their attitudes toward academic work,
as measured consistently by all test instruments and
variables. What is unclear, however, is which came first,
i*e #
» Aether the low interest in academic work preceeded
and retarded the development of math and verbal skills or
whether the low academic interests and aspirations are the
result of their continuous failure to develop math and
verbal proficiencies. Whatever the cause-effect relation-
ship may be, it is quite evident that the Academic Dropouts
do not now relate to their educational environment. If
they are to achieve scholastically, their attitudes about
academic participation and about their own ability to
succeed will have to change.
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Inferences
What makes any research undertaking valid is the
requisite use of deductive reasoning to analyze the statis-
tical data and to arrive at certain supportable conclusions.
The data define and analyze the more precise, factual view
of the problem. What makes any research effort a generative
part of a perpetually expanding body of knowledge is the use
of inductive reasoning once the deductive process is
terminated. Inductive reasoning extends the usefulness of
the statistical data into the more subtle and intuitive
areas of investigation. In this study, the inductive
process is important because of its potential for adding
further insights into the more subtle three-way Interaction
between faculty, students, and educational institution.
It is hoped that the inferences drawn from this more
theoretical process extend whatever knowledge has been
gained by this study and stimulate productive research by
others to increase the body of knowledge in the educational
field.
The Educational Environment
One of the significant revelations to surface In
this reserach concerns the overall formation and interactions
of the educational environment. The most important
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phenomenon to occur at the Inception of an educational
institution is that the environment of that school, by its
very nature, becomes fixed. When a technical school is
constructed, for example, it has a generally fixed direction
which attracts certain personality types who gravitate to
the school in the continued pursuit of their career object-
ives (instructors) or who gravitate to the school in order
to initiate career objectives (students). That is to say,
certain personality types are drawn into certain occupations.
The teachers gravitate to the school because of the school's
orientation to their own occupational preferences; the
students are drawn to the school because it has certain
occupational goals they can aspire to. Both teachers and
students are attracted to the school because of their
similar personality traits, which are reflected in their
similar occupational preferences.
The faculty, then, has a personality style that is
easily adapted to the environment of the school. Students
enter the school because some portion of their personality
traits is similar enough to that of the instructors to
gravitate them toward the programs being offered by the
school. The students whose personality characteristics are
most like those of their teachers are the ones the faculty
responds positively to and gets friendly with. Through
this interaction, both student and faculty personalities
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reinforce each other, exerting the tremendous force necessary
to mold the environment of the school into reflectors of their
own modal personality orientations. Those students whose
personality traits most closely conform to the faculty
will persist and eventually succeed at school. On the other
hand, those students who are deficient in some personality
traits essential to fit this environment may subconsciously
feel repelled or rejected and either leave the school
voluntarily or as academic failures.
Any self correcting process, therefore, that the
school might employ to change radically its own environment
would appear to have little chance of success. Instituting
fundamental environmental changes at the Hartford State
Technical College would involve making actual personality
and value changes in the faculty and the finite degree of
achievable change may make such an undertaking impractical.
To begin with, there are several problems involved in trying
to change the H.S.T.C environment. Since the faculty and
both Persistor groups constitute the educational environ-
ment, any changes in that environment have to start with
either or both of these groups. Obviously, it makes no
sense to change the personalities or values of the persistor
groups since they are succeeding; any changes that are to be
made, therefore, must be directed at the faculty. Of course
it is not possible to make any real personality changes, nor
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realistic. What Is conceivable, however, is attltudinal
change through some type of consciousness-raising techniques.
It is possible that, through therapeutic procedures of this
nature, teachers could become more tolerant of students who
do not exactly live up to their high expectations. A greater
tolerance level may make it possible for teachers to approach
these failing students with more warmth and understanding
than they are presently capable of.
At the Hartford State Technical College, this
technique for achieving attltudinal changes in the faculty
would probably have the greatest impact on the Voluntary
Dropouts. As a group, the Voluntary Dropouts have academic
ability and a good self image; if they could be made to
respond more positively to the school environment, some
might be encouraged to stay and eventually succeed. The
Academic Dropouts, on the other hand, represent a different
problem. Even assuming that H.S.T.C faculty attitudes
could be changed, it is doubtful that this would be enough
to save them. With the Academic Dropouts the problem is
more psychological because it involves changing their
attitudes and their own self image, and until that is
accomplished, any alteration in the educational environment
would make little practical difference in their achievement
level.
The idea of changing faculty attitudes, needless to
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say, raises a whole series of as yet unanswered questions.
It is, In fact, the catalyst of yet another area of research.
As a potential research project, the question of changing
faculty attitudes has to concern Itself with the following:
Can faculty attitudes toward students be changed? Is it
possible to take a group of 40 Individuals and change their
attitudes? Is this change feasible from a practical and
economical perspective? Are the resources spent In changing
faculty attitudes better spent setting up a different program
that would attract different personalities and create a
different environment? Does the process of changing faculty
attitudes in a technical college represent too much effort
for marginal results?
Dropouts
When students find themselves in an educational
environment that conforms to their needs and value structure,
they are generally academically successful. Their achievement
becomes the norm by which the academic community defines its
own success. When students find themselves in an educational
environment that conflicts with their needs and value struct-
ure, they leave the school voluntarily or through their own
academic failure. Once a sufficient number of students
have opted out of an academic experience, they can leave
behind them an atmosphere in the school that is unnecessarily
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negative and defensive, it is negative in the sense that the
educational leaders view 'dropping out' as a school problem;
it is defensive because these same leaders put the burden of
blame for the problem on the school.
At the Hartford State Technical College there are two
kinds of dropout, each representing a type of student whose
academic failure is the result of a different set of circum-
stances. Neither the Voluntary nor the Academic Dropouts
can be defined, separately or together, as a major problem
for the academic community until the causes of their failure
have been independently analyzed and until the personal
consequences of their leaving have been further investigated.
The Voluntary Dropouts leave the H.S.T.C (based on
data obtained in this study) because they have personality
profiles that are not sufficiently attuned to scientific-
vocational interests, even though Intellectually they are
capable of successfully completing academic programs.
Intellectual measures that predict academic performance do
not necessarily predict academic success. The student's
personality and value structure is an integral part of that
performance and exerts a major influence on his degree of
success
.
Based on what is known of the Voluntary Dropouts,
it is conceivable that they are dropping out of academic
studies because 1) they have not yet achieved intellectual
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maturity, 2) they have not yet solidified their oooupatlonal
choices, and are In what Glnsburg calls the orystallzatlon
stage of occupational choice, or 3) their vocational choices
are solidifying but in a direction that will turn them away
from the scientific field.
If the Voluntary Dropouts are leaving school because
the maturation process Is not yet complete and their occu-
pational choices, though leaning toward the scientific areas,
have not been solidified, then the educational institution
has a responsibility to do what it can by way of encouraging
these students to remain in school during this evolutionary
process. If the school does not encourage these students
to persist in their academic work (by stressing part time
or evening classes, for example), it has failed in its
major responsibility by allowing them to leave a course of
work that they would have become suited for in time.
Keeping students in the school and exposed to an occupational
choice might hasten the crystalization process.
If, on the other hand, the Voluntary Dropouts are
leaving school because their vocational choice is in a
direction away from the scientific area, the school has no
further obligation to these students and they do not
constitute a problem for the academic community. If the
final choice of the Voluntary Dropouts is non scientific,
any effort by the educational leaders to keep these students
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in a scientific school does them a disservice and places
needless obstacles In the path of their natural occupational
development. Students who drop out for this reason are best
counselled to leave the HJ3.T.C and advised, If possible,
on Just where there best occupational choice lies.
Needless to say, much more extensive research is
warranted before the Voluntary Dropouts can be defined as a
problem or not. Two important questions to be raised by
further research are : first, is it possible to identify
and isolate the two types of Voluntary Dropout before they
leave the school? Second, what happens to the Voluntary
Dropout after he leaves school? Does he drift aimlessly
or does he find satisfaction in other occupational fields?
In two important respects the Academic Dropouts
differ significantly from the Voluntary Dropouts: 1) they
do not leave the school by their own choosing, and 2) they
do not have the qualifications necessary to complete a
technical academic program. The Academic Dropout at the
H.S.T.C has a personality profile that conflicts with the
school's environment; he has low academic intellectual
ability and a low aspiration level; and he has a poor self
image. What responsibility does the school have to 'save*
this student?
The school, in Its eagerness to save all its
students, has three alternate courses of action with respect
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to the Academic Dropouts. It can attempt to change the
students self image; It can motivate the student by reducing
performance levels; or it can provide guidance and counseling
Any attempt by tha educational institution to change
the poor self image of Academic Dropouts through the appllca-
of psychological techniques is visionary at best. This
approach represents a manmouth undertaking that requires
substantial additions to the field of knowledge concerning
the nature of personality characteristics and the ways in
which they can be changed, if at all. In terms of time and
resources, this is a difficult direction to follow because
it may take more years to change a self image than it does
to complete a program of study.
The classical academic approach for dealing with
dropouts is to reduce the level of performance expected
from them through remedial work programs. This concept of
remedial work, which attempts to re-expose failing students
to the same material that they were unable to assimilate or
master previously, is treating symptoms and not causes.
Lowering the academic level of a program may not cause a
significant change in the dropout rate for either the
Voluntary or Academic Dropouts. If Intellectual maturation
and vocational crystalization is part of the Voluntary
Dropout problem, lowering the course content will not
motivate these students to learn the material they are not
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yet Interested In. And If they have the academic ability to
succeed, it doesn't really make much sense to offer them
remedial programs; they don’t need them.
As far as the Academic Dropouts are concerned, any
effort to motivate them to learn the scientific material
which is not in harmony with their basic personality orienta-
tions are doomed. Motivation to learn such material results
from an inner set of needs that are satisfied when the learn-
ing is mastered. To assume that a lower level of study
results, therefore, in a higher level of interest is false,
furthermore, it is doubtful that a program watered down to
the level a student can master without outside help will
prepare him for any useful occupation. The danger in
accepting a reduced level of academic performance from a
student whose basic personality is in direct conflict with
that training is that the student becomes trained at a low
level of proficiency for what to him is an unsuitable
occupation. Because the occupation is foreign to his own
needs structure, he is unable to develop the skills necessary
to move up the ladder of success; as a result, he is locked
into years of dissatisfaction at an unrewarding job.
Obviously, a lack of motivation coupled with low
intelligence is an almost certain condition for academic
failure. Somewhat less obvious is the fact that high
motivation coupled with low intellectual ability is an
224
equally certain condition for failure. Since student per-
formance in school is determined by both motivational and
ability factors, a student who lacks the Intellectual power
required to master academic tasks is not likely to be more
academically successful even though he has a high level of
motivation. There is a minimal level of intellectual ability,
referred to by many researchers as the Threshhold of Intellect-
ual Ability
,
that a student must have before such factors as
interest, motivation, and willingness to do academic work
influences his academic achievement. If a student cannot
attain this minimal threshhold level of ability, any efforts
to academically motivate or otherwise change him are un-
productive, both to the student and to the educational
institution. Students who fall below the threshhold level
of ability should be encouraged to pursue career training in
programs that are not academically oriented.
If the school assumes responsibility for failing
students, its efforts are best spent trying to identify the
Academic Dropouts before they leave school. in order to
provide them with proper counseling and job placement. It
is conceivable that these students are more suited to
vocational training that takes place mainly outside the
classroom where ability is measured in terms of job per-
formance and not academic excellence. Efforts and
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resources spent at remedial work might better be spent
exposing the academic dropout to experiences that would
improve his self image and give him some hope for a voca-
tional future. This is the kind of solution, moreover, that
is within the limit of the school's ability to achieve. The
Hartford State Technical College should assume the responsi-
bility for placing these students in such programs as outward
bound, cooperative work programs, apprenticeship programs
for trades, etc. Exposing the student to more positive and
informal educational experiences may have an improving effect
on his self image that is eventually reflected in his formal
academic work. But even if these programs do not increase
the falling student's academic performance, if they improve
his self image they represent an incremental step toward
realizing Maslow's idea of the self actualizing individual
who sees the world and his place in it, and is at ease.
appendix a
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table a
INTERCORRELATIONS OP SPS SCALES
Vocational
.
•
Instrumental
Collegiate 17
Intellectual
-01 22
Consummatory
Collegiate
-06 28 05
Social
Development 53 15 -06 06
Ritualistic 20 28 09 20 12
Academic 61 25 06 -14 39
Social
Collegiate 23 65 25 41 33
N = 146
r > .17 for significance at .05 level
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TABLE B
CORRELATION BETWEEN SPS SCALES ANDINTE
wPAQn2^a VARIABLES » DEMOGRAPHICMEASURES, AND STUDENT GRADES
SPS
Item
VOC 10 INT cc SD RIT ACD SC
CPA Total 11 -08 01 -13
-01
-04 24 -08
GPA Tech. 10 -07
-01
-07
.-01 -04 21 -04
GPA LA 09 -01 10
-09 -01 06 23 -02
GPA Math 12 -11 -04
-12
-2 04 21 -09
EPSAT Math -01
-12
-08 07 -08 01 -08
-05
EPSAT Verb. -06 -16 '02 09 -12
-09 -06
-05
Pinan.Sec
.
01 -05 -11 05 -06 01 01 -06
HSTC Suit. 28 -11 -18 -20 16 09 33 -15
Hi. Degree 16 -08 -08
-07 16 -03 18 13
Pa. Educa. -17 -07 -01 -01
-03
-09 -10
-05
Pam. Income 01 -11 -02 -01 -01 -01.
-13 -02
N = 146
r >.16 for significance at .05 level
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TABLE 0
CORRELATION BETWEEN SPS SCALES AND HVPI SCALES
SPS
HVPI
VOC IC INT CC SD RIT ACD SO
Realistic 01 10 15 22
-07 19 -04 09
Intellect
.
04
-03 27 02 07 07 07 01
Social 07 ' 21 22 09 11 10 05 16
Conven. 04 07 09 02 -04 15 09 01
Enterpr. 01 23 16 09 04 15 02 19
Artistic
-04 03 32 03 07 -06
-05 08
Self Con. 02 -11
-08
-29
-09
-05 11 -14
Masc. 04 01 -17 -04
-04 10 04 01
Status 03 09 18 -14 01 -11 04 03
Infreq.
-07 -07 -14
-10
-10
-08
-01 01
Acquiesc.
-05 11 24 15 04 06 -04 07
N = 146
r > .16 for significance at .05 level
229
TABLE D
INTERCORRELATIONS OP HVPI SCALES
REL
INT 50
soc 37 43
CON 36 39 53
ENT 39 38 70 71
ART 27 39 55 32 48
SC
-54
-39 -30
-25
-30 -24
MS 12 -02
-11
-01
-02
-32 14
STA
-27 09 38 21 35 37 30 -04
INF -19
-35 -14
-15 -16
-20 50 16 06
ACQ ' 61 65 66 57 69 56 -58 -09 20
N = 146
r > .16 for significance at .05 level
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TABLE E
CORRELATION BETWEEN HVPI SCALES ANDINTELLECTUAL VARIABLES, DEMOGRAPHIC
MEASURES, AND STUDENT GRADES
Demo
,
HVPI
GPA
Total
GPA
Tech.
<
Ph <d GPA Math
EPSAT
Math
EPSAT
Verbal
Finan. Secur
.
HSTC Suit. High
Degree
Father
Educa. Family]
income
I
REL
-15
-15 -12
-11 08 01 06 -06 09 07 -06
INT 01 -01 -01 07 18 15 -01 -04 12 -08 -12
SOC 01 -03 11 02 03 -03 02 -12 03 -12 -10
CON -03 -08 02 06 12 -03 04 -05 -05 01 -06
ENT -10
-15 01 -03 09 -07 08 -09 -01 -01
-02
ART -02
-03 04 01 10 01 -06
-13 04 -12
-15
SC 11 09 09 11 -10 -02 -04 05 05 01 01
MAS 03 03 -06 08 01 01 06 02 01 03 05
STA 04 -01 17 02 -01 -06 01 -16 16 -09 05
INF -08 -06 -06 -10 -21 -14 02 -02 -16 11 03
ACQ -03 -05 01 01 20 05 04 -13 03 -03 -04
N = 146
r>.l6 for significance at .05 level
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TABLE F
INn^0RRELATI0NS 0F INTELLECTUAL variablesDEMOGRAPHIC MEASURES AND STUDENT GRADES *
GPA Total
GPA Tech. 91
GPA LA 77 62 -
GPA Math 80 74 51
EPSAT Math 41 38 31 37
EPSAT Verb 34 31 34 23 57
Pinan.Sec
.
11 06 07 07 10 -02
HSTC Suit. 24 25 11 24 16 12 12
Hi .Degree 06 03 08 03 05 04 -12 01
Pa. Edu. -04 02 01 01 05 08 09 -06 -22
Fam.In.
-07 -04
-05
-13 11 04 21 01
-13 33
N = 146
r > .16 for significance at the .05 level
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TABLE G
STUDENT
-TEACHER SPS PROFILE DATA:
F RATIOS FOR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
SLOPES AND LEVELS
/.
Slopes
Instrs
.
and
SP
F = 1.01
P <.4l
Instrs
.
and
MP
F = 1.47
P <.18
Instrs.
and
VDO
Instrs
.
and
ADO
F = 3.76 F = 13.12
p< .01 p < .01
Levels F = 13.54
P < .01
F = 1.24
P < .26
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TABLE H
STUDENT-TEACHER HVPI PROFILE DATA-F RATIOS FOR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
SLOPES AND LEVELS
PC. 41 p<. 65 p C .01 p <.oi
F = 1.14 F = 5.14
PC. 28 PC. 02
Levels
APPENDIX B
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STUDENT PREFERENCE SCHEDULE
In this questionnaire, we are asking you to indicate
how much you think you may like certain kinds of things that
a student at college may do. Your answers and the answers
of other students completing the questionnaire will be used
to obtain general descriptions of students. Some of this in-
formation may be taken into account in planning for the high-
er education of students in future years.
You are encouraged to make every answer a sincere one.
In no case will the answers of an individual student be
singled out. This is not a test; there are no right or
wrong answers. The results will be used for research pur-
poses only.
It is in the nature of questionnaires of this sort that,
for some questions, none of the alternatives provided will
correspond exactly to your point of view. In these cases,
mark the alternative that comes closest to the answer you
would like to give.
Remember that the usefulness of the information that
you provide is dependent on the honesty and accuracy of your
responses. When you have read a statement and decided how
you feel about it, mark your answer by writing the appro-
priate number in the place provided on the accompanying
answer sheet
235
mark dumber Y*
1”* that y°U ”'°uld stronS1y Uke It, than
mark “mber
that y °U "°Uld moderat*ly like It. then
number
f
5
y°U t^ lnk that you would mlldely like It, then mark
mark dumber
**“* y °U W°Uld nlldely dislike It, then
then mrk°numbe?
k
3!
hat 7°U W°Uld moderately dislike It,
mark number 2
hink d'hat y °U vould strongly dislike it, then
If you make an error on the answer sheet, erase the
error completely and insert the response you prefer*
Write your name at the top of the accompanying answer
sheet. Do not write on this questionnaire.
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Please Complete Each of the Items Listed Below
NAME
(Please Print)
raCE RELIGION
AGE MALE
VETERAN
FEMALE
MARRIED
Year graduated from high school
Type of high school attended: Public Private” Tech(check one)
Your present status at H.S.T.O:
Pre-Tech Freshman Senior
Check here if you are a three-year student
Check here if you started in the pre-tech program
What program are you now enrolled in?
IMPORTANT : The information on this questionnaire is con-
fidential and will not be made public.
1 . Mother's education (circle one)
Years in high school 0 1 2 3 4
Years in college 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 or more
2. Father *
s
education (circle one)
Years in high school 0 1 2 3 4
Years in college 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 or more
3. Estimated total yearly income of your family
0-5,000 5,000-8,000 8,000-12,000
12,000-20,000 over 20,000
4. Will you live at home while you attend H.S.T.C?
5. Are you worried about financing your education?
Yes No A Little
6. As related to your personal goals, do you feel that, as
a school, H.S.T.O is:
perfect fair mediocre poor
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8. Being prepared for class.
9* Leisurely walking around between classes.
10. Discussing ideas with students in my major field of study.
11. Being a member of a service organization in school.
12. Writing a scholarly essay that requires much study andthought. J
V??in! °? a conunittee concerned with improving the sociallife of the school.
14. Being on a committee that arranges college-wide events.
15. Helping people with problems.
16. Participating in college organizations.
17. Travelling and seeing different places.
18. Every so often just observing and listening to people.
19. Striving for membership in an academic honor society.
20. Talcing courses that will help maximize income in my
future work.
21. Participating in serious discussions in class.
22. Crossing days off the calendar as they go by.
23. Attending plays that voice social protest.
24. Improving a technique or skill that will benefit me in
my career.
25. Sitting outside on campus.
26. Going to a party and discussing art and literature.
27. Talking to my friends about job opportunities.
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28
.
29 .
30 .
31 .
32 .
33 .
34 .
35 .
36 .
37 .
38 .
39 .
40
.
41
.
42
.
43 .
44
.
45 .
46
.
47 .
48
.
Attending forums on contemporary social l
Exploring new artistic experiences.
Taiking to professionals about the skillsmy future career.
ssue3
.
necessary in
future ^career
aotlnUes ° f a ol»b related to my
Pursuing my academic interests in depth.
at^chooi*
1 l0Cal college hang-outs about social life
sensational magazines such as True Confessions,oaga. and Pageant. *
Loafing around school.
Meeting different kinds of people.
Going to parties with my classmates,
Reading philosophical novels.
Working on displays for special school events.
Discussing with my parents the value of a collegediploma in later life.
Killing time in a local hang-out.
Meeting people from other parts of the world.
listening to authorities discuss problems in my career
field
.
Studying.
Attending football rallies.
Taking an active part in college social life.
Discussing with friends the easiest combination of
courses that fulfill requirements for the degree.
Drinking at a party
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49
.
50
.
51 .
52 .
53 .
54 .
55 .
56 .
57 .
58 .
59 .
60
.
61
.
62
.
63 .
64
.
65 .
66
.
67
.
68
.
69 .
Socializing with people in the local college hang-out
Working on the editorial staff of a college newspaper
enoug^to'graduate^
°UBUlatl™
—age Just high
Holding office in student government.
Going to parties that are wild.
Cutting classes.
Spending lots of time watching television.
fuSrt occupation?
1* W iir8C^ *<» T
Attending poetry readings and analyses.
Belonging to a college social club.
Working on the college yearbook.
Talking with friendly professors.
Playing solitaire.
Qov^i?S v,Wlth ffiends near the jukebox in the localschool hang-out.
Periodicals that are primarily concerned withpractical aspects or. problems in my career field.
Attending lectures on controversial subjects.
Belonging to a group that promotes college spirit.
Studying the history of ideas.
Relieving tensions on campus through 'spontaneous
student demonstrations.'
Gaining practical and direct experience for my
chosen occupation.
Getting together with a bunch of kids and doing crazy
things.
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70 .
71 .
72 .
73 .
74
.
75 .
76 .
77 .
78
.
79 .
80
.
81
.
82
.
83 .
84
.
85 .
86
.
87 .
88 o
89 .
90 .
91 .
92 .
Participating In traditional svents In school.
Working on cross-word puzzles.
Studying, but not at the expense of social activities,
field. t° Professi°™l meetings on campus In my career
Talking «lth professors about Job opportunities.
Reading books relevant to my future occupation.
ly
1
acUvnies?
r0feS80r ln hiB ° fflca about his scholar-
Organizing activities in school.
Planning for a Bachelor's Degree*
Putting in a full evening of serious study.
Talking in a lo.unge at school about social events.
career!
^ Pr0blems in C0urs8s that prepare me for my
Reading poetry in a student hang-out near the school.
Going home on weekends or after school.
Doing things where I can meet people.
Attending informal discussions on job opportunities.
Discussing the future with my parents.
Planning social events for big weekends,
Reading academic periodicals.
Writing poems.
Loafing and doing nothing.
Getting work done on time.
Finishing assignments early so that I can do some
Independent study in the course.
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93 .
94 .
95 .
96 .
97 .
Collecting leaves and flowers and classifying them.
Being active In Interdepartmental competitions.
Working on the news staff of the college paper.
Reading textbooks that
that will be useful in
present facts and principles
my profession.
society.
n °Ve^ S that lnvolve °r“ielsm of contemporary
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INSTRUCTORS PREFERENCE SCHEDULE
Check your major teaching area or areas
t
Data Electrical Nuclear__
Chemistry Hath Physics^ English
Liberal Arts Other (specify)
Pre-Tech (more than 50% of the timej
Pre-Tech (less than 50% of the time)
In this questionnaire you are asked to comment on whatyou think a college student should be like. Each of theitems on this questionnaire deals with some aspect of the
social, intellectual, or academic behavior of college
students.
Read each statement and then decide if you approve ordisapprove of the activity it describes. Indicate yourfeelings about each activity next to the statement number on
your answer sheet.
Mark number 7 if you strongly approve of the activity.
Mark number 6 if you moderately approve cf the activity.
Mark number 5 if you mildely approve of the activity.
Mark number 4 if you mildely disapprove of the activity.
Mark number 3 if you moderately disapprove of the
activity.
Mark number 2 if you strongly disapprove of the activity.
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8. Being prepared for class.
9. Leisurely walking around between classes.
10
‘
study?
31”8 14638 Wlth students ln tdelr major field of
11. Being a member of a service organization ln school.
12
' thought.
3 Boholarly essay that requires much study and
13 ' a ®ommlttee concerned with Improving thesocial life of the school. a
14. Being on a committee that arranges college-wide events.
15. Helping people with problems.
16. Participating in college organizations.
17. Traveling and seeing different places.
18. Every so often just observing and listening to people.
19. Striving for membership in an academic honor society.
20. Taking courses that will help maximize income in their
future work.
21. Participating in serious discussions in class.
22. Crossing days off the calendar as they go by.
23. Attending plays that voice social protest.
24. Improving a technique or skill that will benefit thorn
in their careers.
25. Sitting outside on campus.
26. Going to a party and discussing art and literature.
27. Talking to their friends about job opportunities.
28. Attending forums on contemporary social issues.
29. Exploring new artistic experiences.
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30
.
31
.
32
.
33 .
34
.
35 .
36 .
37 .
38 .
39 .
40
.
41
.
42
.
43
.
44
.
45 .
46
.
47 .
48
.
49 .
50 .
?heS
n
mure
r
cfreers?
alS ab °Ut the skllls Pessary In
future
0l
o
P
aree? S !
n a °tlvUles ° f a ^ mated to their
Pursuing their academic Interests In depth.
school!
^ l0 °al °0llege haDS“°uts about social n fe at
slga^lnr^gean?! 1 "asazlnes su0 * aa *ru. Confessions.
Loafing around school.
Meeting different kinds of people.
Going to parties with their classmates.
Reading philosophical novels.
Working on displays for special school events.
dlpW 1?! Ia£ertUfe. ParentS th<3 Value ° f a °°Ue* e
idling time in a local hang-out.
Meeting people from other parts of the world.
career
i
field
authorities discuss problems in their
Studying.
Attending football rallies.
Taking an active part in college social life.
Discussing with friends the easiest combination of
courses that fulfill requirements for the degree.
Drinking at a party.
Socializing with people in the local college hang-out.
Working on the editorial staff of a college newspaper.
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51.
52.
53.
54.
Studying to keep their cumulative
enough to graduate. averages Just high
Holding office in student government.
Going to parties that are wild.
Cutting classes.
55. Spending lots of time watching television.
56
’ future occupations*
dlreotlr »PPllo.bl. to their
57. Attending poetry readings and analyses.
58. Belonging to a college social club.
59. Working on the college yearbook.
60. Talking with friendly professors.
61. Playing solitaire.
62. Sitting with friends near the Jukebox in the local
school hangout.
63. Reading periodicals that are primarily concerned with
practical aspects on problems in their career field.
64. Attending lectures on controversial subjects.
65. Belonging to a group that promotes college spirit.
66. Studying the history of ideas.
67. Relieving tensions on campus through 'spontaneous
student demonstrations.
68. Gaining practical and direct experience for their
chosen occupations.
69 . Getting together with a bunch of kids and doing crazy
things
.
70. Participating in traditional events in school.
71. Working on cross-word puzzles.
246
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80
.
81
.
82
.
83.
84.
85.
86
.
87.
88
.
89.
90.
91.
92.
Studying, but not at the expense of social activities,
career^fields^
SSl °na ^ raeetlnS s campus in their
Talking with professors about job opportunities.
Reading books relevant to their future occupations.
scholarly°aotivltles?
r hlS °m° e about hls
Organizing activities in school.
Planning for a Bachelor's Degree.
Putting in a full evening of serious studying.
Talking in a lounge at school about social events.
Working on problems in courses that prepare them fortheir careers.
Reading poetry In a student hang-out near the school.
Going home on weekends or after school.
Doing things where they can meet people.
Attending informal discussions on job opportunities.
Discussing the future with their parents.
Planning social events for big weekends.
Reading academic periodicals.
Writing poems.
Loafing and doing nothing.
Getting work done on time.
Finishing assignments early so that they can do some
independent study in the course.
93. Collecting leaves and flowers and classifying them,
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94, Being active in interdepartmental competitions.
95. Working on the news staff of the college paper.
fading textbooks that present facts and principlesthat will be useful in their profession.
9?
*
society
n °VelS that lnvolve criticism of contemporary
Items from the original SPS Fraternity-Sorority Scale
that were changed to. reflect Community College activities.
The changed items are incorporated into the Social Collegiate
scale in this study and the Fraternity-Sorority scale is
thus omitted.
37. doing to fraternity or sorority parties.
46. Taking an active part in sorority or fraternity life.
48. Drinking at a fraternity party.
58. Belong to a sorority or fraternity.
9^. Being active in interfraternity or intersorority
competitions.
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STUDENT PREFERENCE SCHEDULE
Scale Interpretations
VOCATIONAL
Measures Interest in vocational skill
acquiring information about all aspects of
training and in
a chosen career.
INSTRUMENTAL COLLEGIATE
Items on this scale relate to an active participationin group activities of an organized nature. Emphasis isplaced on activities that imply a position of leadership inthe planning and directing of school functions (planning
social events, organizing social activities, etc.).
INTELLECTUAL
High scorers show an interest in intellectual activities
that go beyond any formal course work. The items refer to
investigating the world of ideas, writing poetry, and studying
and discussing art and literature.
CONSUMMATORY COLLEGIATE
Items on this scale show a preference for an unstruct-
ured, relaxed type of activity. Instead of emphasizing per-
formance and achievement, this scale stresses behaviors that
are intrinsically pleasurable and are devoid of any definite
goals. The activities listed include loafing around, killing
time, and socializing at college hangouts.
SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT
This scale indicates a concern with developing the
self through meeting and understanding different kinds of
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to°people^and^traveling^
t0 m6etln8
* °b8ervln«. Uetenlng
RITUALISTIC
attao ssirs^sSa0;^
*he
? Pf^'SiS.^SeUviS.rSSS'aS
4
excited by the academic or collegiate environment.
ACADEMIC
actlvl’tTL^L 1^ 9?3 deal dlreotl7 classroom related
mentl e?c h? a8,
preparinS for class, finishing assign-s, t .)* High scorers are not averse to applying them-selves to learning-related tasks. 7 S
SOCIAL COLLEGIATE
Students who score high show a preference for social
activities that center about the school. This scale reveals
a desire to associate with classmates and to participate in
college social life. It represents a more active form of
social behavior than that defined by the Consummatory
Collegiate scale but tioes not imply the leadership role of
the Instrumental Collegiate Scale.
THE VOCATIONAL PREFERENCE INVENTORY
Developed by John L. Holland, Ph.D.
i
nvcnt0ry of your feclinBs »"<! attitudes about many kinds ofwork. Fill out your answer sheet by following the directions given below
1. Show on your answer sheet the occupations which interest or appeal toyou by blackening Y for “Yes.”
2
'
ening N
WWCh y°U^ 0r fi"d ^teresttng by black-
3. Make no marks when you are undecided about an occupation.
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1. Aviator
2. Private Investigator
3. YMCA Secretary
4. Detective
5. Post Office Clerk
6. Route Salesman
7. Electronic Technician
8. Humorist
9. Photographer
10. Interplanetary Scientist
11. Airplane Mechanic
12. Meteorologist
13. Foreign Missionary
14. Bookkeeper
15. Speculator
16. Poet
17. Deep Sea Diver
18. Newspaper Editor
19. Nursery School Teacher
20. Lawyer
21. Fish and Wildlife Specialist
22. Biologist
23. High School Teacher
24. Quality Control Expert
25. Buyer
26. Symphony Conductor
27. Wrecker (Building)
28. Narcotics Inspector
29. Elementary School Teacher
30. School Principal
31. Power Station Operator
32. Astronomer
33. Juvenile Delinquency Expert
34. Budget Reviewer
35. Stock & Bond Salesman
36. Musician
37. Prize Fighter
38. Diplomat
39. Experimental Laboratory Engineer
40. Crane Operator
41. Master Plumber
42. Aeronautical Design Engineer
43. Speech Therapist
44. Traffic Manager
45. Manufacturer’s Representative
46. Author
47. Fireman
48. Army General
49. Interior Decorator
50. Novelist
51. Power Shovel Operator
52. Anthropologist
53. Marriage Counselor
54. Statistician
55. Television Producer
56. Commercial Artist
57. Wild Animal Trainer
58. U.N. Official
59. Sculptor
60. Automobile Mechanic
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61. Surveyor
62. Zoologist
63. Physical Education Teacher
64. Court Stenographer
65. Hotel Manager
66. Free-Lance Writer
67. Stunt Man (Motion Picture)
68. Criminal Lawyer
69. Professional Athlete
70. Carpenter
71. Construction Inspector
72. Chemist
73. Playground Director
74. Bank Teller
75. Business Executive
76. Musical Arranger
77. Jockey
78. Ventriloquist
79. Army Officer
80. Banker
81. Radio Operator
82. Independent Research Scientist
83. Clinical Psychologist
84. Tax Expert
85. Restaurant Worker
86. Art Dealer
87. Motorcycle Driver
88. Police Judge
89. Referee (Sporting Events)
90. Truck Gardener
91. Filling Station Attendant
92. Writer of Scientific or Technical Articles
°3. Social Science Teacher
94. Inventory Controller
95. Master of Ceremonies
96. Dramatic Coach
97. Blaster (Dynamiter)
98. Mind Reader
99. English Teacher
100. Sales Manager
101. Tree Surgeon
102. Editor of a Scientific Journal
103. Director of Welfare Agency
104. IBM Equipment Operator
105. Traveling Salesman
106. Concert Singer
107. F.B.I. Agent
108. Prosecuting Attorney
109. Factory Foreman
110. College Professor
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111. Tool Designer
112. Geologist
113
. Asst. City School Superintendent
114
. Financial Analyst
115. Real Estate Salesman
116. Composer
117. Mountain Climber
118. Congressional Investigator
119. Portrait Artist
120. Machinist
121. Locomotive Engineer
122. Botanist
123. Persomd Counselor
124. Cost Estimator
125. Industrial Relations Consultant
126. Stage Director
127. Explorer
128. Supreme Court Judge
129. Draftsman
130. Judge
131. Photoengraver
132. Scientific Research Worker
133. Psychiatric Case Worker
134. Pay Roll Clerk
135. Sports Promoter
136. Playwright
137. Test Pilot
138. Criminologist
139. Children’s Clothing Designer
140. Truck Driver
141. Electrician
142. Physicist
143. Vocational Counselor
144. Bank Examiner
145. Political Campaign Manager.
146. Cartoonist
147. Racing Car Driver
148. Book Censor
149. Social Worker
*
150. Locksmith
151. Funeral Director
152. Counter-Intelligence Man
153. Architect
154. Shipping & Receiving Clerk
155. Criminal Psychologist
156. Insurance Clerk
157. Barber
158. Bill Collector
159. Ward Attendant
160. Masseur
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Scale Interpretations
Note
:
Adjectives apply to high scorers;
assumed to have opposed traits*
low scorers are
REALISTIC
High scorers regard themselves as practical-minded,
and normal people. Their hardheaded orientation is con-
sistent with their mechanical skills and interests, withtheir lack of skill in interpersonal relations, with theirlow social interests, and with their aversion for problems
requiring sensitivity to ones own feelings or those of
others.
High scorers are; practical, mechanically inclined,
uninsightful, frank, masculine, unsociable and low in in-
terpersonal skills.
INTELLECTUAL
High scorers are concerned with science, mathematics,
and theory and value science and aesthetic problems. They
prefer to think through rather than act out problems. They
deprecate social, political and business activities. Tend
to be bright, scholarly, persistant and have high educational
aspirations
.
High scorers are: high in science and math ability, in-
ventive, precise, independent, shy, curious, and quiet.
SOCIAL
High scorers have high social interests, accept
feminine impulses and roles and are insightful in inter-
personal relationships. They also have good role-playing
ability and are at ease relating to others and forming close
relationships. They prefer to solve problems by feeling'
rather than thinking.
253
, *
High scorers are: sociable, persuasive, feminlnaminant, insightful, naive, conservative, idealistic* en-thusiastic, high in educational and social competencies * andvalue social and religious achievement.
P 8
.
CONVENTIONAL
High scorers generally prefer subordinate roles, achieve
f°
als by conforming, living by the rules and orderingtheir lives. ihey avoid conflicts and anxieties that are
aroused by ambiguous situations and are generally productiveIn well-structured tasks.
High scorers are: controlled, defensive, Inflexible
persistent, practical, orderly, dependent, high in clerical
and business interests, and value hard work, financial andbusiness achievements.
ARTISTIC
High scorers have artistic, musical and literary in-
terests. They resemble the stereotype of the artist in the
sense that they are: sensitive, immature, feminine, anxious,
original, imaginative, unconventional and introverted.
SELF-CONTROL
Self-control is defined as the habitual inhibition of
impulses to act out motivation, thinking or phantasy.
High scorers are: inhibited, constricted, passive, not
pleasure seeking, responsible, cautious and persistent.
MASCULINITY
High scorers indicate frequent choices of masculine
occupations, i.e., choices commonly preferred by males.
High scorers are: confident, masculine, shrewd, un-
social, hardheaded, competitive, and have technical as well
as athletic competencies.
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ACQUIESCENCE
Thi3 scale measures a preference for many occupations.High scorers are expressing a sociable, cheerful, active,frank and conventional outlook about the vocational world.
Many preferences are associated with a self-confident nature
while few choices are associated with an unsociable and
passive personality.
High scorers are: sociable, dominant, enthusiastic,
cheerful, pleasure-seeking, normal, impulsive, observing
and have many interests.
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